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D R U G COURTS: A STUDY OF RETEN TION AND SUSPEN SIO N
IN TH E KALAM AZOO C O UN TY D RU G TR EA TM EN T
CO URT PRO GRA M

Jam es H. Houston, D.P.A.
W estern M ichigan University, 2003

This is a study of the K alam azoo County D rug Treatm ent C ourt Programs.
Participants in the court programs are men and women who reside in the county and are
charged with drug-related non-violent felonies. These participants , along with judges
and administrators of the program, were interview ed for the study. The interview s were
held in face-to-face meetings: participants on neutral ground and court functionaries in
their offices.
The study sought to determ ine what factors contributed to the success or failure
of drug court participants. It asked to what extent program requirem ents are perceived
by the participants to be coercive, and how this perception m ight be related to such
variables as age, race, gender, education, marital status, and others. It also sought to
determ ine to what extent program requirem ents are perceived by judges and
administrators to be coercive, and how their perception m ight be related to such
variables as age, experience on the job, gender, race and others. Critical to the study

was how these two perceptions of coercions differed.
A m ajor finding of the study showed there were some differences betw een the
extent to which judges and administrators did.
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CHAPTER I
IN TRODUCTION
In the ongoing battle against crim e in A m erica, the crim inal justice
system has sought various ways in which the link between drugs and crim e m ight be
broken. In the traditional penal system there are programs to treat offenders' addiction,
but they are not the norms. In 1996 there were 840,000 prisoners in state prisons that
required drug treatm ent but only 150,000 received any service. This was a decrease of
more 18,000 from the num ber that received service in 1995 (National Prison Project
Journal, 1997-98). In 1994 there were roughly 870,000 felony convictions in state
courts. Thirty-one percent of those convictions were for felony drug trafficking or
possession. D rug trafficking com prised the largest conviction category, while convictions
for felony possession ranked third behind larceny (National Prison Project Journal, 199798).
D ata from a 1999 study by the Justice D epartm ent found that 57 percent of state
prisoners and 45 percent of federal prisoners surveyed in 1997 said they used drugs in the
month before their offense. This is up from 50 percent and 32 percent reported in a 1991
survey by the Bureau of Justice Statistics. Eighty-three percent of state prisoners and 73
of federal prisoners had used drugs at some time in the past (Bureau of Justice Statistics,
1999).

1
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Therefore, hardly a dent has been made in the bond that connects the tw o, and those sent
to prison often return m ore addicted than ever to their drug of choice. This is m ainly due
to the lack of adequate treatm ent program s in prisons.
The traditional prison treatm ent of drug offenders has resulted in a revolving door
process where offenders often rotate between the court, prison, com m unity, and back
again to the court. The traditional crim inal justice system becom es an unw itting enabler
of continuing drug use because drugs are often available in the penal institutions, and
because few im m ediate consequences for continued alcohol and drug use are imposed.
This is to say that traditionally, when prisoners are caught using drugs in prison there are
no actions taken to punish or treat the prisoners for the drug use, according to the 1991
Report o f the New Jersey Suprem e Court Task Force on Drugs and the Courts. This
traditional practice is still follow ed in some states, but more and m ore states are
im plem enting some type of treatm ent program. In the new diversion program s being
im plem ented in m ost states, drug offenders are m onitored closely for continued drug use
and those detected as using receives an im m ediate consequence, such as, being sentenced
to short periods in jail, or being required to perform com m unity service. M eanw hile, we
have seen larger and larger segments o f our society using drugs (New Jersey Supreme
Court Task Force on Drugs and the Courts, 1991), and in recent years drug use has
reached epidem ic proportions. The statistics show that there has been an increased
involvem ent by teen-agers in substance abuse since 1992. A 1997 report by the National

2
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Institute on D rug Abuse found that 22 percent of eight-graders, 39 percent of
tenth-graders and 42 percent of twelfth-graders reported using an illicit drug (primarily
marijuana) in the past year (W inters, 1998).
A recent response to this dilem m a is the "drug court." The first drug court was
opened in 1989 in D ade County Florida, and was backed fully by then State Prosecutor
Janet Reno. Located in the City of M iam i, this first drug court was initiated to solve the
problem of overloaded dockets in its crim inal division. Targeting first-tim e felony drug
offenders, the program allowed crim inals the choice o f prosecution with the possibility of
incarceration or participation in a one-year treatm ent program.
As o f January 10, 2000, all 50 states, including the D istrict o f C olum bia and
Puerto Rico, have im plem ented drug courts. The total num ber o f drug courts either in
operation across the United States, or in the planning phase are 683 (403 are in operation,
and 280 are in the planning stage), as indicated in Table 1.
Let me now explain the research reported on in this study. In this doctoral
dissertation, I have focused on the operation of two of the three K alam azoo County,
M ichigan drug courts, the adult male court and the adult fem ale court. The Kalam azoo
County D rug Treatm ent Court Program is a collaborative partnership betw een the courts,
law enforcem ent, prosecutors, and the treatm ent com munities. The com m on goal of
these collaborations is not only to make offenders accountable for their deeds, but to
assist offenders in leading drug free and crim e free lives.
3
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The adult fem ale court has been in operation since 1992; the adult m ale court has
been in operation since 1997. The success of those who have com pleted the program s of
these two courts is well docum ented (Office of D rug Treatm ent Court Program s, 2001),
and show results sim ilar to that of other jurisdictions. These results show very low rates
of recidivism for graduates of these programs. Little is known about those individuals
who do not graduate (38%) except that their original charges are reinstated, at which
point they m ust process through the regular court system.
Som e measures used by the Kalam azoo County drug courts to determ ine the
success of their program s is the num ber of study participants that com plete the program,
the num ber that are still active in the program, and the num ber that have not been charged
with additional offenses one year after com pleting the program. Currently, there are
actual num bers and percentages of graduates and non graduates, how ever, no set
percentages or actual num bers have been established or agreed upon to determ ine what
constitutes success. However, as more data are gathered and the program s are
developed, a m easurem ent of success can be determined.
W e all applaud the successes of the drug courts, but we m ust ask about those
study participants who for various reasons do not com plete the drug court program.
Have the drug courts failed them, or have they failed them selves? How can the drug
court increase its rate of com pletion, and in what way?

4
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In an attem pt to answ er these questions, this study looks at the perceptions of
three groups in the drug court: drug court study participants, Judges, and drug court
personnel.
In order to identify the barriers to com pleting the drug court program this study
seeks to identify coercive factors that may serve as barriers or contribute to the study
participants’ feeling that they are coerced into participating in the drug court program,
and how ultim ately this leads to their inability or unw illingness to conform to the demands
of the drug court program. These coercive factors include judges, prosecutors, police
officers, probation officers, counselors, as well as program requirem ents of urine tests,
and requirem ent of frequent court appearances on the part of those in the program.
Questionnaires were developed that ask questions about these areas. These questionnaires
were adm inistered to the drug court study participants, judges and court personnel.
The main research questions of this study are: (1) W hat factors, as perceived by
study participants, judges, and program court personnel, interfere with an individual’s
capacity or willingness to adhere to the rules of the program, resulting in involuntary
dismissal from the program; (2) what factors, as perceived by study participants, judges,
and court personnel lead a participant to voluntarily rem ove him self or herself from the
program, and (3) what factors, as perceived by study participants, judges, and court
personnel lead to a participant successfully graduating from the program.

5
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The areas and variables to be considered including dem ographic variables (age,
sex, race, marital status, num ber of children, education, health status, income, living
environm ent, and em ploym ent status), attitude tow ard the program (judges review, court
appearance, police, lawyers, probation officers, prosecutors, counseling drug tests, and
job/school), and program variables (length o f time in program, entrance age, dismissal
age, graduation age, type of offenses, num ber of offenses, duration o f drug use, substance
of choice, and reason for dismissal).
In general this study finds that there seems to be some resistance to several o f the
requirem ents of the program, such as the requirem ents for drug testing and com ing to
court sessions. These requirem ents seem to be more coercive to the study participants
than other requirements of the program.
This study does find that there seems to be a difference in perception between
how the study participants are affected by these requirem ents and how judges and court
personnel perceive the effects o f the requirem ents on the study participants. The study
shows that other requirem ents of the program also have some effect on the study
participants. These effects are perceived differently by judges and court personnel than
by those o f the study participants. These requirem ents include the requirem ent to meet
with counselors, caseworkers, and probation officers.

6
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CH APTER E
STATEM ENT OF PU R PO SE
The purpose of this study is to identify those factors w hich determ ine why study
participants in the Kalam azoo County adult male and female drug court program s are
involuntarily dism issed from the drug court programs, voluntarily leave the drug court
programs before com pletion, or graduate from the program. Those who are given a
choice o f participating in the drug court program and choose not to participate is not
considered part of the drug court program.
A better understanding of the offender perceptions of drug court program s can
help us determ ine w hether specific com ponents of the program m odel (e.g., personal
responsibility, swift and certain sanctions) m eet study participants’ expectations and thus
whether or not theoretical concepts are being im plem ented correctly.

7

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

CH APTER m
SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY
As a result of this study factors have been identified that contribute to study
participants leaving the drug court program, either voluntarily or involuntarily, or
successfully com pleting the program. Results have shown which requirem ents o f the
drug court program are perceived to have the least affect on participant, and which
requirem ents are perceived to have the greatest effect. O ther results have indicated which
personal variables contribute to study participants’ failure to com ply with program
requirements.
To-date the literature has focused on the success of drug courts in reducing
recidivism , from both the offender’s perspective and program planners’ perspective, but
the literature which addressees the factors that contribute to study participants being
unsuccessful in com pleting the drug court program has not received as much attention..
The focus of this study is to fill the gap referred to above. By ascertaining w hat factors
prevent study participants from com pleting the drug court program, it is our hope that
those providing services to the study participants (judges, social workers, counselors,
probation officers, and prosecutors) will gain a better insight into how they may improve
their roles or modes of treatment in the program, thereby reducing the num ber of study
participants that do not com plete the program.

8
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C H APTER IV
LITERATURE REVIEW
Background
A ccording to the D rug Court Clearinghouse and Technical A ssistance Project
report (1997), m any states in the m id-1980's saw their state and local crim inal justice
systems inundated with felony drug cases. C ourt dockets becam e overloaded with drug
cases and drug-involved offenders, leaving few er resources available to adjudicate
serious, violent felonies. It became increasingly clear to m ost jurisdictions that
incarceration in and o f itself does little to break the link between illegal drug use and
crime. Offenders sentenced to incarceration for substance related offenses exhibit a
higher rate of recidivism once they are released (Sniffen, 1996). D rug abuse treatm ent is
dem onstrably effective in reducing both drug addition and drug-related crim e if study
participants rem ain in treatm ent for an adequate period o f time. The D rug Court
Clearinghouse and Technical A ssistance Project report (1997) state further, that by the
early 1990's a num ber of jurisdictions began to rethink their approach to handling
defendants charged with drug and drug-related offenses. They have explored, as well,
ways to adapt the "drug court" concept, introduced by D ade County, Florida in 1989.
Those chosen to participate in the drug court program have generally been nonviolent
offenders whose current involvem ent with the crim inal justice system is prim arily due to
their substance addiction. This appears to be consistent in all states that have a drug
9
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court program. Offenders determ ined to be eligible for the drug court are identified as
soon as possible after their arrest. If they are accepted and choose to participate, they are
referred im m ediately to a multi phased outpatient treatm ent program. This program
includes m ultiple weekly, even daily contacts with the treatm ent provider for counseling,
therapy and education. Frequent urinalyses (at least weekly), frequent status hearings
before the drug court judge (biweekly or more often at first), and a rehabilitation program
entailing vocational, educational, family, medical, and other support services. All these
are integral to the program.
A t first, m ost drug court programs focused on first time offenders, but
increasingly jurisdictions are targeting more serious offenders for tw o reasons: First,
there is the recognition of the apparent futility of traditional probation and/or
incarceration sentences which have already been im posed on many o f these defendants
and have failed to prevent continued drug use and crim inal activity. Second, a court
program decided to use the limited resources available to the drug court for persons with
serious substance addiction problem s, rather than those with few er severe problem s who
m ight be served through other programs. Although the D ade County drug court initially
targeted only third-degree felony drug possession cases with no prior convictions, by
1990, persons with initial charges involving selected second-degree drug felonies
(purchase of drugs) were considered for the program, as well as som e defendants with
prior convictions (Goldkamp and W eiland, 1993, p. 11).
10
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The K alam azoo County D rug Treatm ent Court Program lim its its study
participants to those with nonviolent felonies (Office o f D rug Treatm ent C ourt Programs,
2001 ).
Program s Before D rug Courts
Before the existence of drug courts, drug offenders sent into the prison systems
had little opportunity for treatment. The dem and for treatm ent outpaced the num ber of
qualified professionals available to provide it (M anisses Com m unications Group, 1998).
W hile all the states estimate that 70 to 85 percent of their inm ates need some substanceabuse treatment, only 13 percent of these inmates received any treatm ent in 1996
(Blanchard, 1999). This means that the vast m ajority of drug offenders are incarcerated
without treatment.
M ethods for treating drug abusers-both crim inal and non-crim inal-include: (1)
detoxification, which is essential to end im m ediate drug use and help the drug user cope
with the physical symptoms of withdrawal. They are usually done on an inpatient basis.
(2) Therapeutic com m unities and long-term residential treatm ent, which are residential
facilities where treatm ent involves personality restructuring. Study participants are made
to accept responsibility for their actions and change their attitudes and behaviors. (3)
Short-term residential treatm ent, where the programs focus on the 12-step model. This
includes the person admits to addiction and the need to confront the harm one has done.
Also, study participants learn about addiction and learn how to avoid relapses. In

11
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addition, the family serves as a key support in this process. (4) Half-w av houses that are
designed to help the client bridge the transition from a therapeutic or residential setting
back to the com munity. The focus of this m ethod is on personal accountability and
responsibility, coping skills, relapse prevention, jo b training, and educational
development. (5) M ethadone treatm ent uses a legally controlled synthetic m edication
that, when taken orally, relieves the withdrawal symptom s of heroin. ( 6 ) Outpatient
treatm ent for group and/or individual counseling serves a num ber o f different types of
individuals and families: addicts who have sought treatm ent before; those who have
successfully com pleted another type o f treatm ent and need continued support and
counseling, that includes group, individual, and family counseling. Recovering addicts
who have relapsed following treatment and addicts who require aftercare services
following a residential treatm ent stay are included as well (Feldkam p, 1995).
These are treatm ent methods that preceded drug courts. Some, such as the 12step program and outpatients’ treatment, which include such program s as AA, NA, CA,
day programs and others, have been incorporated into the treatm ent phase of the drug
court program.
Early N on-A cceptance of D rug Courts
In spite of the recognition of the need to treat rather than incarcerate offenders
drug courts, initially, were not very well received. There was m uch doubt about the

12
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effectiveness o f this new concept. Prosecutors and defense lawyers disagreed about the
benefits to offenders, and whether or not due process rights w ould be protected.
On M arch 18, 1991, Richard Connelly wrote in the Texas Law yer about the
efforts of crim inal defense lawyers from Houston to lobby the governor's office in order
to kill a plan to create four temporary courts to handle felony drug cases. The defense
lawyers said that "the new courts would treat drug defendants differently from other
accused felons and w ould subject them to judges who are not accountable to the voters of
Harris County." (Connelly, 1991). The lawyers also voiced concern about the offenders'
due process protections in stating that a new class of offenders was being created and
denying it the rights that are due others. On the other side of the debate, A dm inistrative
Judge M iron Love o f the 177th D istrict urged the H arris County com m ission to go ahead
with plans to seek a grant which would keep the courts in operation for a year. He
further cited the county's figures that showed that the new courts are needed to deal with
a 321 percent increase in felony drug cases in the past years. H e noted that the num ber of
new drug indictm ents increased from 2,330 in 1980 to 9,820 in 1990 in his jurisdiction
alone (Connelly, 1991).
A nother source is the New Jersey Law Journal published on M ay 30, 1991, the
Report of the Supreme Court Task Force on Drugs and Courts. This report is the result
o f a charge by C hief Justice W ilentz's to the Task Force to "develop a com prehensive
approach to drug case processing, supervision of pretrial defendants, and the adjudication
13
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of drug offenses, including im prisonm ent or its alternatives" and "to establish mechanisms
to better coordinate the judiciary's work with the executive and legislative branches of
state governm ent and with drug treatm ent and education programs" (New Jersey
Supreme C ourt T ask Force, 1991). W hat prom pted this charge by Judge W ilentz? It
was a result of the tough new laws enacted by the State Legislature and the increased
rates o f arrests and prosecutions of an unprecedented num ber of offenders. This in turn
generated an overw helm ing num ber of cases that directly or indirectly involved drug
abuse. Judge W ilentz stated that the "war on drugs cannot succeed unless the courts,
together with prosecutors and defense counsel, have the programs and resources to
handle increasing num bers of arrests for drug offenses" (New Jersey Suprem e Court
Task Force, 1991).
W hy drug courts were not accepted during the early days o f drug courts, differs
from state to state. In Harris County, Texas the resistance centered around the concern
for the study participants’ due process rights. The main concern in Pennsylvania was
how drug courts could help alleviate the growing num ber of cases involving drug abuse.
Not having the resources to form a drug court led C hester County Pennsylvania
Board of Com m issioners to reject the first drug court for the state of Pennsylvania.
U nder the drug court proposal, drug offenders who had not, and had never been charged
with a violent crim e w ould be eligible to be placed in a treatm ent program rather than jail,
with the court overseeing their progress (Resnick, 1996). The Board o f Com m issioners
14
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refused to even sign an application to secure funding for the program. This was in part
because the court w ould have been saddled with paying for the entire program within
four years, according to com m issioner Colin A. Hanna. However, Larry Scherff, director
of adult probation, said the county would have to spend m oney "down the line" in
housing future drug offenders. (Resnick, 1996).
In contrast to the Chester County situation, the D istrict o f C olum bia Superior
Court's special drug court has received praise as a relatively effective m eans of ensuring
that drug felons get appropriate treatment. In 1994, the Superior C ourt o f the D istrict of
C olum bia received a five-year, $5 million dollar grant from the U.S. D epartm ent of
H ealth and H um an Services to set up the court. The purpose of this court was to divert
selected drug defendants into an intensive therapy and testing program. In early August
of 1996, the program received an $800,000, 18-month grant to expand the pilot program
(Skolinik, 1996). All this resulted in the drug court being authorized by the 1994 Crim e
Act. The court operates out of one courtroom and is geared tow ard people alleged to
have com m itted a drug-related m isdemeanor, or who are arrested for other m isdem eanors
and test positive for drugs (Skolnik, 1996). In the current D istrict o f C olum bia Superior
Court's drug court, defendants receive a m ixture o f incentives and punishm ents as a
means of getting them off drugs. They are often assigned to an intensive drug treatment
and testing program.
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In the felony drug court, in contrast to the m isdem eanor drug court, m ost o f the
felons still face the possibility of prison even if their efforts to stay clean are successful.
The felony court, it seems, offers less of an incentive to defendants to undergo treatm ent
if the possibility o f prison still exists after they have successfully rem ained clean. On the
other hand, if the misdemeanants pass another drug test following the "aftercare" part of
the program, in which they receive further counseling, treatment, and testing, their
records can be expunged.
Sniffen (1996) cites an academic study which shows that nonviolent drug
offenders referred to treatm ent through special drug courts were m uch less likely to
return to crim e than those im prisoned without treatment. The study, "Summary
A ssessm ent of the D rug Court Experience" by Am erican University, was released by
A ttorney General Janet Reno when she announced an $8.5 m illion dollar series o f federal
grants to set up nine new drug courts and expand seven existing ones around the nation.
Reno stated, "These courts can make and are m aking a difference. They give nonviolent
offenders charged with possession o f small am ounts o f drugs a choice: either com plies
with the conditions of treatm ent and supervision or face punishm ent"(Sniffen, 1996). The
study found that few er than 4 percent of drug offenders who com plete drug court
treatment programs return to crime. D ata from eleven drug courts show ed that am ong all
study participants, including those who do not finish the treatm ent, rates o f return to
crime ranged from 5 percent to 28 percent. The study, "Summary A ssessm ent of the
16
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Drug Court Experience" found that at least 45 percent of defendants convicted in regular
courts o f drug possession and given no treatm ent com m it a sim ilar offense within tw o or
three years. Also quoted in this article is Barry M cCaffrey, N ational D rug Control Policy
D irector who added, "If you don't like paying for jails, if you don't like a w aste of tax
dollars, then you'll like the concept of drug courts. This is an initiative that's been
w orking"(Sniffen, 1996). The rates o f success, however, are not given in this article.

At Janet Reno's weekly news conference, M cCaffrey presented data that showed
the costs of drug court treatm ent and supervision program s for offenders are $1,000 a
year to run. On the other hand it costs $15,000 a year to simply lock up a nonviolent,
first-tim e drug offender (Sniffen, 1996). As m ore and more states becam e aware o f this
kind o f result there has been an increase in the num ber o f drug courts nationw ide. In
January 2002 there were four hundred and three drug courts in operation in fifty states,
Puerto Rico and the D istrict of Colum bia, and two hundred and eighty m ore planned in
all fifty states, Puerto Rico, and the D istrict of Columbia.
Other States W ith Drug Courts
A summary by the Office of Justice Program Clearinghouse dated January 17,
2002 shows the current num ber of drug courts, and the num ber o f planned drug courts in
each state (Table 1).
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Table 1

Summary of Drug Court Activity by State
as of January 17,2002_________

States

NO. OF
CURRENT
courts

NO OF
PLANNED
Courts

States

NO. OF
CURRENT
Courts

p

S ^ n^ I d

Courts

Alabama

12

11

New Jersey

9

10

Alaska

4

15

New Hampshire

0

2

Arizona

22

6

New Mexico

27

10

Arkansas

4

5

New York

44

35

California

122

21

North Carolina

18

10

Colorado

4

4

North Dakota

5

3

Connecticut

4

2

Ohio

43

7

Delaware

7

0

Oklahoma

25

15

2

1

Oregon

22

20

Florida

59

22

Pennsylvania

7

5

Georgia

10

5

Puerto Rico

6

3

District Of
Columbia

Hawaii

3

3

Rhode Island

6

1

Idaho

12

7

South Carolina

11

14

Illinois

15

6

South Dakota

4

2

Indiana

16

7

Tennessee

8

18

Iowa

5

0

Texas

9

5
5

Kansas

1

2

Utah

11

Kentucky

25

27

Vermont

0

1

Louisiana

33

8

Virginia

13

23

Maine

13

3

Washington

22

13

Maryland

7

8

West Virginia

1

1

Massachusetts

15

6

Wisconsin

1

7

Michigan

20

20

Wyoming

5

10

Minnesota

3

2

Mississippi

3

3

TOTALS

403

280

Missouri

42

21

Montana

8

5

Nebraska

6

3

Nevada

15

9

(Bureau o f Justice Statistics, 2 0 0 2 )
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The reasons for the increase in the num ber of states developing drug court
programs are supported by data from a study by the Justice Departm ent. This 1999 study
found that 57 percent of state prisoners and 45 percent of federal prisoners
surveyed in 1997 said they used drugs in the month before their offense. This is up from
50 percent and 32 percent reported in a 1991 survey by the Bureau of Justice Statistics.
Eighty-three percent o f state prisoners and 73 percent federal prisoners had used drugs at
some tim e in the past (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2000).
Incarceration of D rug Abusers
History
There are many problem s that prisons m ust face in incarcerating drug abusers.
They include treatm ent of their addiction and housing the increasing num bers of felons for
drug-related crimes. M any jails and prisons have some type of treatm ent program, but
their approaches are quite diverse. In-jail programs often com bine elem ents of several
types of treatm ent approaches. For exam ple, several program s have developed psychoeducational approaches within therapeutic com m unity settings. Factors that influence the
type o f treatm ent im plem ented in jails include the program budget, anticipated length of
stay of the inm ate population selected for treatment, perceived level o f treatm ent needs
among jail inm ates, levels of staff experience and training, facility program space, and
treatm ent approaches used by com m unity substance abuse agencies (Incairdi, 1993).
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O ther types of treatm ent approaches available in addition to psycho-educational
approaches are pharm acological approaches. Psycho-educational approaches assist
inmates in developing individualized responses to com m on problem s (e.g., coping with
high-risk situations faced following release from jail) through m odeling, role play,
rehearsal, and hom ework, which frequently involves use of self-m onitoring skills.
Pharm acological approaches are most often used in the treatm ent o f offenders who are
addicted to opiates. These include narcotics agonists such as m ethadone, which replace
the physiological need for opiates, and narcotic antagonists such as naltrexone, which
block the euphoric effects of opiates (Inciardi, 1993).
H ousing the increasing num bers of prisoners is the greatest challenge facing most
of the state’s prisons. The state of M issouri is an exam ple of the problem confronting
states as they reevaluate the strategies to be used in addressing the increasing num bers of
those living within the walls of penal institutions. In his article "Drug A buse and the
States," Robert Clayton (1998) describes the crisis facing the corrections’ institutions in
M issouri. The central question addressed by the article is: How does the State of
M issouri house individuals convicted of drug and alcohol related crim es and sentenced to
lengthy term s of incarceration? Initially, the solution focused on building additional penal
facilities. Two such facilities were under construction in 1991, and added 3,435
additional beds to the system. Since 1991, two additional facilities have been finished,
adding an additional 1,596 beds in each facility. This increasing num ber o f drug and
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alcohol related offenses created a concern for individual circuit courts, and judges
undertook an initiative of learning how to better deal with this type of felon. In October
of 1993 in Jackson County, M issouri, which includes a substantial part o f the Kansas City
m etropolitan area, the first drug courts were im plem ented (Clayton, 1998). Although
drug courts originated in the circuit courts o f the largest m etropolitan areas of M issouri, a
num ber o f smaller, rural com m unities have established drug courts in an effort to provide
effective alternatives to punishment. Currently, drug courts can be found in six counties
ranging in population from a high of 646,000 to a low of 40,000. Each drug court varies
in its type o f diversion and its eligibility requirements. M ost focus on adult felony cases,
while some focus on adult m isdem eanor and juvenile drug-offender cases (Clayton,
1998).
Clayton (1998) highlights the fact that while the focus is on rehabilitation and
treatment, the offender m ust recognize the seriousness o f the proceedings. A guilty plea
to the alleged crim e is required and the "hammer" o f probation revocation m ust also be
present to insure an offender is aware of the consequences of future actions. A public
defender or private attorney m ust be available to insure that a defendant is properly
counseled in his or her rights and understands the seriousness of a drug-court setting.
Although a program participant will be placed on probation, a felony conviction could
still be on his or her record, which could later be used in subsequent crim inal
prosecutions.
21
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Furtherm ore, Clayton (1998) states the goal of drug courts is not simply to reduce
the prison population in the state of M issouri. They offer an opportunity for "real"
rehabilitation of an offender in hopes that crim e rates will decrease and that a productive
citizen will be returned to society. Four drug courts in M issouri have recorded prom ising
results. Jackson County, which is the largest drug court operating in the state, has, since
1993, 387 graduates of its program, with only 6 percent being rearrested for subsequent
felony charges. Lafayette County has had 15 graduates with no re-arrests. Scott County
has seen two of its 10 graduates being referred to juvenile court on subsequent charges.
In C alifornia (Cox, 1998) the first drug court began as an experim ental program in
1994, with one lawyer, Kathleen Cantella, representing defendants. W ithin tw o years, the
D rug C ourt Clearinghouse at W ashington, D .C .’s American U niversity declared Los
Angeles a national model. The Los Angeles model calls fo rju d g es to prod defendants
into sticking with year-long, privately run treatment plans based on A lcoholics
A nonym ous’ 12-step program. M onitoring is intensive, with urinalysis tests as often as
daily. G raduation leads to prosecutors’ dropping the charge, flunking out sends an addict
back to regular court for trial.
M easuring Success
In defining success, M issouri’s Jackson County drug court requires that study
participants have no felony arrests following com pletion of the drug court program. How
long after com pletion o f the program a participant m ust rem ain w ithout felony arrests has
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not been determ ined by the drug court program. However, the Los A ngeles drug courts
differ somewhat.
How does the Los Angeles drug court define success? A ccording to Cox (1998),
the Los Angeles drug courts uses a stiffer definition o f success than the national
standards. For graduates there m ust be no arrests for felonies or m isdem eanors, including
traffic violations, for as long as they have been out of the program. B ased on 380
graduates, the success rate is more than 80 percent. In contrast, there is a 60 percent rate
of arrests among offenders who did jail time instead. These statistics were released by the
San Fernando Valley, Los A ngeles’ Countywide Crim inal Justice C oordinating
Committee.
It is clear from the literature that the approaches o f drug courts in different states
and jurisdictions vary. Some states and jurisdictions will only adm it offenders that have
no felony convictions, while some will adm it nonviolent felons. Others will wipe clean
the record of study participants who com plete the drug court program s. There are some
courts that will keep the offenses on the study participants’ records.
Drug courts in M issouri and California focus m ainly on adult offenders, while
other states, such as M ichigan, have started juvenile drug courts. Also, in M ichigan, in
addition to juvenile drug courts, there are separate drug courts for m ale and female
offenders, which seem to suggest that female drug courts are better able to address the
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needs o f fem ale offenders, ju st as juvenile drug courts are better able to address the needs
of juvenile offenders, especially when those needs are im pacted by incarceration.
Elizabeth Am on (1998) reports that New Jersey’s fast grow ing four-county drug
court program is drawing some unexpected assessm ents from lawyers and judges who are
accustom ed to traditional crim inal processes. M ore surprising is that prosecutors, public
defenders and judges all agree with the court concept. Their agreem ent is based on the
view that cost savings can be attained w ithout com prising public safety. They view cost
saving measures as the best hope in years for ridding the state o f drug-driven crime, and
thereby, decreasing the incarceration rates in the state. In Essex County, Superior Court
Judge Paul Vichness, says, "I don’t speak through a lawyer. I speak to the study
participants every week. W e talk about problem s and good things happening in their
lives" (Amon, 1998). In Cam den County, Superior C ourt Judge Stephen Thom pson is
m aking house calls to see how the study participants in his drug court are faring. So far,
the numbers o f study participants have been small. In the years 1996 and 1997, a little
more than 300 adult addicts have gone through New Jersey’s program s. There have been
200 in Cam den since 1996, 60 in Essex since M ay 1997 and 50 to 60 in Passaic since
O ctober 1997 (Amon, 1998).
In New Jersey, as elsewhere, no two drug courts are alike. This is due to the fact
that no agreeable standard has been established on any level of governm ent (national,
state, or county). In Essex County, study participants have a 7:00 p.m. curfew, report
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once a w eek for drug court, are visited by probation officers frequently and subm it to
drug tests three or four times a week. The Passaic County program is lim ited to those
who have dealt drugs within 1,000 feet of a school, although probation violators will be
included, they have only recently been so. In Hudson County, drug courts are for
juveniles only. Cam den and Essex Counties also have juvenile program s (Amon, 1998).
New Jersey reports that in addition to reduced recidivism , there are financial
benefits as well, especially from revenues created when study participants pay taxes. But,
be that as it may, treatm ent program costs are not cheap. The program s are tailored to fit
the needs o f each participant, and the requirem ents vary from courtroom to courtroom.
In most New Jersey drug courts, there is a holistic approach; in addition to treatm ent, the
teams try to find em ploym ent and housing for the study participants (Amon, 1998).
Judge Thom pson of the Cam den County Superior Court, says drug courts try to
be creative in their search for jobs for study participants. For exam ple, the linen com pany
that supplies the D epartm ent of Corrections has hired a num ber of Cam den graduates. In
Essex, Public D efender Segars boasts that her Federal Express delivery person is a
graduate of the local program (Amon, 1998).
In New Jersey the m ost im portant distinction in the program s is between those
that accept only offenders who have sold drugs in a school zone and those that accept a
broader range of offenders (Amon, 1998)
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In the state of Illinois, W ill, M cHenry, and D upage counties have received grants
of up to $30,000 from the U.S. Justice D epartm ent to plan independent drug courts
which w ould divert nonviolent offenders from the clogged court system (Goldberg,
1998). W ill County officials will spend the next year (1999) studying prototype drug
courts in Kansas City, M issouri, and Edwardsville, Illinois.
Goldberg (1998) reports that the proposed drug courts w ould deal with
nonviolent offenders m ore actively and econom ically than the normal crim inal courts.
W hat has really pushed the creation of drug courts in Illinois is the ballooning num ber of
drug offenders in the custody of the Illinois D epartm ent of Correction, which has forced
com m unities like W ill County to treat drug users before they becom e a burden on the
state tax rolls. Cases that used to take three months now take tw o years to process, and
that amounts to a total space crunch.
Program Eligibility
To be eligible for the drug court in Illinois, study participants generally would
have no crim inal history other than drug-related offenses. This is different from drug
courts in M ichigan, New Jersey, and California, where they need not have com m itted
violent felonies. They would undergo drug testing regularly and w ould be participant to
sanctions for failing to com ply with treatment. Continual failure to com ply w ould lead to
expulsion from the program and incarceration (Goldberg, 1998).
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W ith the growth of drug courts across the country m ore and m ore know ledge will
be collected on the effectiveness of the drug courts, and their im pact on the "traditional"
drug court participant. In addition, drug court personnel are beginning to realize that
other offenders may also benefit from the drug court programs. The realization o f this
has brought about the establishm ent of the Sentenced-D rug-O ffender Program. This
program deals m ostly with defendants who have already been sentenced to state prison
(M etNews, 2000).
As more and more people are being incarcerated for a drug related crim e, our
prison system is being stretched to their limits. This fact is causing m ore states to look
for alternatives to incarceration, and is bringing various legal actors, such as prosecutors,
law enforcem ent officers, public defenders, and judges into agreem ent on the
effectiveness of drug courts.
Offenders Perception of D rug Courts
M uch of the drug court research has been on the im plem entation and effectiveness
of drug courts (Goldkamp, 1994; Incairdi, M cBride and Rivers, 1996; Substance Abuse
and M ental H ealth Services Administration, 1996). The know ledge that this body o f
work has given us is invaluable, although it provides only part o f the picture. To fully
understand a program ’s effectiveness, we must also be aware of the perceptions of its
study participants (Turner et al., 1999).
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O ver the years, insight into the unique role o f the judge in the drug court has been
gained (Satel, 1998; Tauber, 1993; National Association of D rug Court Professionals,
1997). Evidence suggests that drug court study participants positively value the
increased role of the judge. Study participants perceive the ju d g e’s participation as a
means of having som eone in pow er overseeing their cases. W e have also seen that study
participants see drug court as a way to reduce their potential sentences (Satel, 1998).
Beyond this, know ledge o f the offender’s view o f the drug court experience is limited. A
better understanding of the offender perceptions of drug court program s can help us
determ ine w hether specific com ponents of the program model (e.g., personal
responsibility, swift and certain sanctions) m eet study participants’ expectations and thus
whether theoretical concepts are being im plem ented correctly. O ffender perceptions can
also help us gauge the severity and effectiveness of drug court sanctions as seen through
the eyes of those who are participant to them. This inform ation is particularly salient as
we contend with detractors who claim that drug courts are too lenient (Incaiardi et al.,
1996; Leen & Van Natta, 1994).
In 1994, the RAND Corporation conducted a 36-month follow -up study of
offenders participating in the M aricopa County, A rizona drug court program and other
M aricopa offenders sentenced to standard probation. The follow-up study included
personal interview s with approxim ately 25 percent o f the study participants from each
group. For those in the drug court sample, the interviews included questions designed to
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gam er their perceptions of and attitudes tow ard the M aricopa drug court program
(Turner et al., 1999).
As part of its 36-month follow-up evaluation o f the M aricopa FTD O, RAND
conducted individual interviews with a sample of drug court study participants. RAND
used the interviews to gather self-reported inform ation on offender dem ographics, drug
use, and crim e on a monthly basis over the full follow-up period. Inform ation was also
gathered on HIV risk behaviors; offender attitudes and perceptions regarding crime, drug
abuse treatment, and HIV risk; and the nature of treatm ent services received (e.g.,
frequency and duration), (Turner et al., 1999).
As the RA ND Study reveals, the perceptions of the offenders were m ainly
focused on the program requirements, such as those detailed in Turner et al. (1999). The
RAND interview s do not consider the coercive nature of the m ajor actors in the drug
court process, beyond the judges. N either do the RAND assessm ents ascertain how
relevant the study participants’ perceptions are in determ ining w hether the study
participants rem ain in the drug court programs.
Turner et al. (1999) present the findings o f the RAND interview s pertaining to
drug court study participants’ perceptions of the drug program. Specifically, the study
focuses on the interview ees’ assessm ents of: (1) the difficulty o f drug court program
com pliance, (2) the helpfulness of the drug court experience, (3) the strengths and
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weaknesses of the program, (4) and whether they w ould recom m end the program to
other first-tim e drug offenders.
Although the RA ND study results are based on a relatively small sample o f drug
court study participants in a post-sentence drug court model, they nevertheless provide
new insights into how offenders view the drug court experience. A m ong the insights
revealed in the study were how im portant it was for the study participants to appear in
court on a regular basis, and secondly, how the attitude of the judges was from the study
participants’ perspective. Results such as these can be useful to program planners and
policymakers in their quest to ensure that drug court programs respond to the needs of
offenders and serve as sound com m unity supervision options (Turner et al., 1999).
The Rand study differs from the current study in that the current study seeks to go
beyond perceptions and identify the factors that directly or indirectly determ ine if a
participant will continue in the drug court program. These factors may influence
perceptions.
In m easuring the perception of the treatm ent related requirem ents o f the drug
court, Turner et al., (1999) observed that researchers used a sim ilar l-to-5 Likert scale
ranging from "not at all difficult" to "very difficult." The results show ed that 86 percent
of the respondents felt that urinalysis (UA) testing requirem ents were "not at all difficult"
to complete, and m ore than half felt the same way about the difficulty of attending
AA/NA meetings and treatm ent groups. Few er than 5 percent felt that subm itting to UA
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testing or a weekly treatm ent group was very difficult.
The overall conclusions of the RA ND study found that the 31 drug court study
participants who were interviewed (both graduates and those who did not com plete the
program) were very positive in their evaluations of the program. The overw helm ing
majority w ould recom m end the program to other offenders. M ost of their
recom m endations seem to be based prim arily on the perceptions that the drug court 1)
helped them rem ain crime free, and 2) provided them with a m eans to reduce the length
of their probation sentence (Turner et al., 1999).
Turner et al. (1999) found that the study participants recognized the program
com ponents (e.g., appearing before the judge, structuring probation, urine analysis
monitoring) that program planners feel are im portant to drug court m odels as strengths.
At the same time, however, they did not feel the program had a positive im pact on all
areas of their lives. Furtherm ore, despite the prim ary focus on drug treatm ent, a greater
percentage of offenders felt the drug court was a greater help in rem aining "crime free"
than "drug free." N egative perceptions were also particularly apparent in term s of
obtaining and m aintaining em ploym ent (Turner et al., 1999). These negative perceptions
are interpreted as saying that the drug court was neither a help nor a hindrance in getting
and keeping a job.
Although it m ight be expected that the focus on m onitoring provided by UAs and
the intensity of the treatm ent program requirem ents w ould serve as a tough sanction, the
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m onitoring and treatm ent com ponents of the drug court were actually perceived as
relatively easy to complete. Accordingly, m ost offenders rated these com ponents as
either "easy" or "very easy." The requirem ents that were perceived as difficult to
com plete were probation conditions com pletely unrelated to the drug court program, i.e.,
paym ent of financial conditions and, to a lesser extent, com pletion o f com m unity service
(Turner et al., 1999).
The RA ND study did not make a com parison of data on offender perceptions of
the difficulties in com pleting routine probation requirem ents, as it relates to drug court
participant and probationer perceptions. Therefore, such com parison with the current
study is not possible at this time. However, if drug courts are to be a serious interm ediate
sanction (research has shown that both offenders and staff can rank "equivalencies" of
punishm ent between com m unity-based sanctions and incarceration) (Petersilia &
Deschenes, 1994), we need to im prove our understanding of the com ponents o f the
programs. It may be that offenders do not perceive drug courts in the sam e way program
planners do. For this reason Turner et al. (1999) feel that we m ust not overlook the
im portant role of offender perceptions in the developm ent of interm ediate sanctions.
Literature R eview Summary
The literature has shown that since the 1980's the justice system at all levels of
governm ent has becom e overloaded with felony drug cases. D rug related crim e has
tripled during the period from the 1980's to the early 2000's. The literature has also
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shown that those incarcerated for substance abuse related offenses have a higher rate of
recidivism once released from jail or prison.
Efforts to stem the increase in the num ber of drug related felonies have resulted in
a new approach called the drug court. There are m any variations in drug court programs;
some program s only accept nonviolent felons, and others accept only third-degree felony
drug possession cases with no prior convictions.
Prior to the drug courts, the methods m ost often used to treat drug offenders,
according to many publications, were programs such as the 12-step program, and other
programs such as AA, NA, CA, and others. Several of these program s have been
incorporated into e drug court programs.
Though drug courts experienced some resistance early on, especially from
prosecutors and defense lawyers, they have rapidly gained acceptance across the country,
and are becom ing a trem endous force in treating those with substance abuse problem s,
and thereby reducing the num ber of offenders going to prison.
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CH APTER V
K ALAM AZOO CO UNTY D RU G TREA TM EN T CO U RT PRO G R A M
Introduction
As of January 2002 there were twenty drug courts operating in the State of
M ichigan, and twenty m ore were in the planning stage. Counties with drug courts
include Berrien County, Eaton County, Kalam azoo County, O akland County, M acom b
County, M onroe County, O akland County, W ayne County, and Sault St. M arie Tribe of
Chippewa Indians. Additional drug courts are being planned in Barry County, Genesee
County, G rand Traverse County, Ingham County, IsabellaCounty, K ent County, Lapeer
County, and Livingston County (see table 1).
The K alam azoo County D rug Treatm ent Court Program s (DCP) is established
with a prim ary goal of diverting nonviolent felons, with substance abuse problem s, from
incarceration in jail and/or prison. Study participants are given an opportunity to becom e
involved in substance abuse treatment and to com ply with other requirem ents such as
attending biw eekly court sessions, subm itting random urinalysis samples, and reporting to
D CP staff, weekly or biweekly. They m ust also follow up on referrals m ade to other
com m unity agencies which may include the Fam ily Independence Agency, H ousing
Resources, M aternal Support Services, the Y W CA Sexual and D om estic Assault
Programs, the U pjohn Institute for Em ploym ent Research and others. U pon successful
com pletion of treatm ent and other program com ponents, and after they have stayed drug
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and arrest free for one year, study participants have an opportunity to have pending
charges dism issed (Office of Drug Treatm ent Court Program s, 2001).
The drug court program began as a "demonstration project" adm inistered through
the Kalam azoo County Office of Com m unity Corrections. This dem onstration project
originally targeted female offenders and was funded with federal dollars distributed by the
State of M ichigan Office of Drug Control Policy, with m atching dollars from the State
Office of Com m unity Corrections. Kalam azoo County assum ed fiscal responsibility to
continue the women's program in A ugust of 1997, and it is now funded by the Circuit
Court/General Fund (Office of D rug Treatm ent Court Program s, 2001).
In January o f 1997, the Adult D rug C ourt Program received a 18-month
expansion grant from the U.S. D epartm ent of Justice, Office o f Justice Program s, Drug
Court Program s Office, to begin a program for male offenders. On D ecem ber 1, 1999,
the D rug Treatm ent Court Program received and began using grant funds from the state,
which are adm inistered through the State Court Adm inistrative office. On O ctober 1,
2001, the D rug Treatm ent Court Program received and began using Byrne M emorial
Form ula G rant funds from the Office of D rug Control Policy. In addition, Public Act 2
Alcohol Tax and Circuit Court/General Fund provide funding support for the D rug
Treatm ent C ourt Program s (Office of Drug Treatm ent Court Program s, 2001).
The procedure by which study participants are referred to the D rug Treatm ent
Court Program is illustrated in Figure 1, on the following page. This chart presents the
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Figure 1: D CP Flow Chart
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Unsuccessful
D isc h a ra :

various stages at which the study participants undergo scrutiny from referral agencies.
These include the Office of Prosecuting Attorney, judges, attorneys, probation officers
and the Office of the Circuit Court.
Kalam azoo Drug Court D ata
A report issued by the Kalam azoo County D rug Treatm ent Court Program (Office
of D rug Treatm ent Court Programs, 2001) shows that o f the 480 enrollees in women's
court since its inceptions in 1992, 175 (36%) have successfully com pleted the program
and had their charges dism issed, and only 21 (12%) have been convicted for com m itting
new offenses. The m ore recently established men's drug court shows that of the 367
enrollees in the program, 108 (29%) have successfully com pleted the program and had
their charges dism issed, and 10 (9%) have been convicted of a new m isdem eanor (no
felony convictions) within three years of com pleting the program. N inety-eight (91%)
have had no subsequent convictions within three years o f successfully com pleting the
program. (See Tables 2 and 3)
The report also shows that of the 480 female offenders enrolled in the drug court
program, 32 (7%) have opted out the program, 224 (47%) have been involuntarily
discharged from the program, 175 (36%) have graduated from the program , and the
rem aining 49 (10%) are still in the program. The men's program which began in January
of 1997 has had sim ilar results in these two areas. It shows that from 1997 to D ecem ber
of 2001 there have been a total of 367 enrollees in the
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Table 2
Summary of Results
Kalamazoo County )rug Trealtment Court Program
Women

Percentage

Men

Percentage

Successful com pleted program

175

36%

108

29%

Com pleted Phase I

16

3%

46

13%

Remain in Phase I

33

7%

58

16%

Opted out of program

32

7%

33

9%

Involuntarily discharged

224

47%

122

33%

480

100%

367

100%

Description

Total
( O ffice o f D ru g T reatm ent C ou rt P rogram s, 2 001)

Table 3
Successful Itesults
Description

Women

%

Men

%

Charges dropped

175

100%

108

100%

Convicted of new charges

21

12%

10

9%

No new convictions

154

88%

98

91%

(O ffice o f D ru g Treatm ent C ourt P rogram s, 2 001)

drug court program with 33 (9%) opting out of the program, 122 (33% ) have been
involuntarily discharged from the program, 108 (29%) have graduated from the drug
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court program, and 103 (28%) remain in the drug court program (Office of Drug
Treatm ent Court Programs, 2001). See Table 3.
Since its inception the women's Substance Abuse D iversion Program has had
1,424 women referred for enrollment. A pproxim ately 80% o f those assessed were found
to have a substance abuse problem. Those found not to have substance abuse problem s
are processed in regular courts. The majority of the referrals cam e from the Office o f the
Prosecuting Attorney, with 1,047, or 74.3%. O ther referral sources include the
D epartm ent of Correction Probation (8%) and Parole (2%), Circuit C ourt (2%),
Self-referral (2%), Jail staff (7%), Lawyers (1%), and D istrict C ourt (4%). (See Table
4).
O f the 1,277 women referred for enrollment, only 453 were actually enrolled.
Those who are not enrolled are not arrested and do not contact the drug court office, or
they contact the drug court office, but decline to participate or deny they have substance
abuse problems.
The women enrollees range in age from seventeen to fifty-two years o f age, with a
mean age of 33 years. The m edian age is 29 and the m ode is 32 years o f age. The largest
racial groups consist of Caucasian who num bered 246, or 51%, follow ed by
African-Americans who num bered 215, or 45%, H ispanic 11 (2%), A sian 5 (1%), Native
American 2 (.4%), and O ther 1 (.2%). (Office of Drug Treatm ent Court Programs,
2001). (See Table 6).
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Table 4
Referral Source
Source

Women

%

Men

%

O ffice of Pros. Attorney

1047

14%

1083

85%

C ircuit Court

23

2%

56

4%

Lawyers

15

1%

26

2%

Parole Staff

33

2%

38

3%

Probation Staff

120

8%

65

5%

Jail Staff

105

7%

9

1%

D istrict Court

51

4%

0

0%

Self

25

2%

3

0%

O ther

5

0%

0

0%

Total Referred

1424

100 %

1280

100%

(O ffice o f D ru g T reatm ent C ou rt P rogram s, 2001)

Offenses that qualified enrollees in both the men's and women's courts for the
program were broken down by the drug court program into five basic categories: (1)
D rug offenses related to use, including possession; (2) fraud offenses that included NSF
checks, illegal use of credit cards, etc.; (3) larceny offenses, such as retail fraud (taking
without intending to return); (4) burglary offenses, such as breaking and entering; (5)
destruction o f property, and O ther (i.e., Prostitution, M aintaining H ouse o f 111 Fame, etc.)
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Although, the program is geared tow ard individuals with no prior crim inal history,
some are eligible if their prior offenses are nonviolent. There were 214 (45% ) of the
female enrollees that had no prior felonies in their history, and 266 (55% ) that had prior
histories of felonies. The data for the 266 showed that 160 (33% ) had one prior felony,
65 (14%) had two prior felonies, 15 (3%) had three prior felonies, 14 (3%) had four prior
felonies, and 12 (3%) had five or more prior felonies.
M ale D rug Court D ata
There were 1,280 men referred for enrollm ent in the M en ’s D rug C ourt Program,
but only 367 were actually enrolled in the program. Those who were not enrolled in the
program were either screened out, or refused to enter the program. O f the 367 enrollees
in the men's program, the age range was from 17 to 60 years o f age, with an average of
32 years of age. The m edian age was 30 years and the m ode was 31 years. Tw o hundred
and thirty-three (63%) were Caucasian, 121 (33%) were A frican-A m erican, six (1%)
were Hispanic, one (.02%) was Native American, four (1%) was Asian, and tw o (.5%)
were in the O ther category. (Office of D rug Treatm ent Court Program s, 2001).
There were 201 (55%) o f the male enrollees who had no prior felonies in their
crim inal history. However, 90 (25%) had one felony, 34 (9%) had two felonies, 25 (7%)
had three felonies, six (2%) had four felonies, and 11 (3%) had five or m ore felonies.
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Table 5
Race Categories
Race

Women

%

Men

%

Caucasian

246

51%

233

63%

African- American

215

45%

121

33%

Hispanic

11

2%

6

2%

N ative American

2

.4%

1

.3%

Asian

5

1%

4

1%

O ther

1

.2%

2

.7%

Total

480

100%

367

100%

(O ffice o f D ru g T reatm ent C ou rt P rogram s, 2001)

The results at the end of 2001 showed that 108 (29%) men successfully
com pleted the program and had their charges dism issed, 46 (13% ) m en rem ain active in
Phase I of the program (they are attending treatment, attending drug court, and providing
urine screens at least three times weekly), 20 (5%) men are inactive, 37 (10%) have
com pleted the treatm ent portion of the program and transitioned to Phase II and remain
drug and arrest-free at this time; 122 (33%) men have been autom atically discharged for
com m itting new offenses; and 33 (9%) men have voluntarily opted out of the program
(Office of D rug Treatm ent Court Programs, 2001).
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Study Participants' Drug Use Patterns
W hen the drug use patterns of the study participants in the two courts were
exam ined by treatm ent providers they found that 383 (80%) o f the fem ale study
participants and 306 (83%) of the male study participants were poly-drug abusers. These
are men and women who are cross-addicted to m ore than one substance, m ost com m only
a com bination o f crack cocaine, marijuana, and alcohol. O f the rem ainder o f the study
participants, 33 males and 23 females were addicted to alcohol, 20 m ales and 26 females
were addicted to marijuana, one male and eight females were addicted to am phetam ines,
four m ales and 30 females were addicted to cocaine, one male and eight fem ales were
addicted to opiates, one male and eight females were addicted to A m phetam ines, and four
males and four female have other addictions that include prescription drugs. (Office of
Drug Treatm ent Court Programs, 2001)
Study Participants' Drug Use Histories
The histories of the study participants’ drug use showed that the average length of
use for females was 11 years, and 12 years for males. The shortest duration of drug use
reported was three months for females and six months for m ales, with the longest
duration reported as 35 years for females and 41 years for males. The average age at
which study participants began using was 19 years o f age for fem ales and 16 years o f age
for males. The youngest age at which drug use began was seven years o f age for females
and three years of age for males. The oldest age of persons beginning drug use was 46
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years o f age for females and 50 years of age for males. There were 88 fem ale study
participants and 227 male study participants that reported using drugs by the age of 16.
(Office of Drug Treatm ent Court Programs, 2001)
Drug Court Treatm ent Information
The treatm ent data showed that 259 (54%) fem ale study participants and 227
(62%) male study participants enrolled in the programs had never received formal
substance abuse treatm ent prior to engagem ent in the D rug C ourt Program. The D rug
Court Program require study participants to participate in a form al treatm ent setting
along with self-help groups. These formal treatm ent methods include: short and
long-term residential, individual counseling (one hour per session), day treatm ent (five
days per week, m inim um of five hours per day), intensive outpatient treatm ent (6-8
weeks/4 days per w eek/m inim um three hours per day), outpatient intensive (two days per
week, m inim um of two hours per day plus one hour individual appointm ent per week).
W hether m inim um treatm ent or longer treatm ent is required for a participant is
determ ined jointly by the substance abuse counselor and the drug court judge (Office of
D rug Treatm ent Court Programs, 2001).
Cost Com parison D ata
O ther data related to the operation of the male and fem ale drug courts are the
incarceration days saved, attorney fees saved, and em ploym ent o f study participants.

44

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Incarceration days saved are calculated based on the offense, sentence guideline
score, prior crim inal history, prior incarceration, and probation/parole status. B ased on
this inform ation, it is estim ated that 9,465 jail days were saved (at a rate of $21 per day)
totaling $198,765, and 10,105 prison days were saved (at a rate o f $65 per day) totaling
$656,825 for the W om en’s D rug Court Program. Based on the same inform ation it is
estim ated that 4,845 jail days were saved (at a rate of $21 per day) totaling $101,745, and
9,430 prison days were saved (at a rate of $65 per day) totaling $612,950 for the M en’s
Drug Court Program (Table 6). ((Office of D rug Treatm ent C ourt Program s, 2000)).
The Estim ated savings was adjusted dow nward to reflect Circuit Court
recoupm ent rates of 40% for attorney fees. The savings was $36,332 for the w om en’s
program and $23,933 for the m en’s program ((Office o f D rug Treatm ent Court
Programs, 2000)).
The com bined savings for the female and male courts was: 33,845 total jail/prison days,
at a total cost savings of $1,570,285.
Tw o hundred and sixty-five of the women and 162 of the m en engaged in the
program w aived their right to a court-appointed attorney and had no attorney
representation. One hundred and fifty-three of the women and 80 of the men had
representation by an attorney ( either court appointed or private). The W om en’s D rug
Court Program estimates that a m inim um of $36,332 was saved in court appointed
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attorney fees, and the M en’s Drug Court Program estim ates that its study participants
saved the court $23,933 in court appointed attorney fees. These savings cover the period

Table 6
Cost Comparison Data
Female Court
Tvoe Davs

Davs Saved

Rate Per
Day

Total Saved

Jail

9,465

$21

$198,765

Prison

10,105

$65

$656,825

Jail

4,845

$21

$101,745

Prison

9,430

$65

$612,950

TOTAL

33,845

Male Court

$1,570,285

(O ffice o f D ru g T reatm ent C ou rt P rogram s, 2001)

of inception to the end of D ecem ber 1999 for each program. These are the m ost current
cost data available at this time.
Those study participants who rem ained in the drug court program during the
period of inception to D ecem ber 31, 2001, and who achieved som e degree of stability in
their recovery were assisted by staff m em bers o f the K alam azoo County D rug Treatm ent
Court Program in finding em ployment, or they were referred to jo b training and/or further
education. The report of the Kalam azoo County D rug Treatm ent C ourt Program (2001)
show that o f the 480 women enrolled in the program 36% were em ployed upon
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enrollment, and o f the 367 men enrolled in the program 75% were em ployed upon
enrollment. There were 16 women and 46 men that rem ained in Phase I treatm ent, and of
these study participants there are 63% women and 67% men w ho are em ployed or
attending school. Tw elve wom en and 37 men have com pleted Phase I and transitioned to
Phase II, and of these study participants 75% women and 78% men are em ployed or
attending school. O f the 175 women and 108 men who have com pleted the program in
its entirety, 100% were em ployed or attending school upon com pletion. (Office of Drug
Treatm ent C ourt Programs, 2001)
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CHAPTER VI
R ESEA R C H D ESIGN AND M ETH O DO LO GY
Research Q uestions and General Hypothesis
This study proposes to explain the following questions: W hat are the coercive
factors that determ ine why study participants in the K alam azoo County adult m ale and
female drug court program s are dism issed involuntarily from the drug court program,
voluntarily leave the drug court programs before com pletion, or successfully com plete the
program s? In what ways do these factors have coercive influence on the perceptions of
study participants? Can these factors have a positive influence on study participants?
The study will specifically focus on variables related to the drug court program, its key
actors, procedures and standards, as seen through the eyes of both the program
participants and the drug court personnel.
This study attempts to show that the num ber of drug court study participants that
voluntarily and involuntarily leave the Kalam azoo County Drug Treatm ent Court
Program is related to the am ount of contact that drug court participants have with judges,
court appearances, police, lawyers, probation officers, prosecutors, counselors, drug
tests, and in m eeting jo b and school requirements.
The study proposes to show that these contacts and requirem ents m anifest
themselves in a m anner that is coercive to the drug court study participants, thereby
influencing the study participants’ decision to leave the drug court program, or being
48
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dism issed from the drug court program because they are not able to adhere to the
requirem ents o f the drug court program.
I will attempt to show that it may also be that study participants are struggling
with addiction and are unable to adhere to program requirem ents, even when they put
forth the effort. The result is that they leave (opt out), or are involuntarily dism issed from
the program.
Coercion M odel or Conceptual Fram ew ork
The conceptual fram ework for this study is a coercion m odel which looks at the
coercive factors that may influence program study participants either to rem ain in the
program, or to be dism issed from the program. W hether these factors are coercive is
determ ined by the perceptions o f study participants, judges, and C ourt personnel.
Perceptions of all parties in the process is determ inant to the success or lack of success of
those in the program. These parties in question are judges, court personnel, and study
participants.
Coercion: A Factor In Drug Treatm ent
Term inology
It seems im portant to em phasize at the outset that the term inology in this arena is
com plex : "coerced," "compulsory," "mandated," "involuntary," "legal pressure," and
"criminal justice referral" are all used in the literature, and som etim es used
interchangeably within the same article. These terms are variously used to
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describe such actions as a probation officer’s recom m endation to enter treatm ent, or a
ju d g e’s offer of a choice between treatment, jail, or probation (Farabee et al., 1998).
H ow ever they are described, coercive treatm ents for addiction have been applied
consistently throughout the twentieth century, beginning with m orphine m aintenance
clinics during the 1920s. Federal narcotics treatm ent facilities in Texas and Kentucky in
the 1930s, and civil com m itm ent procedures im plem ented in federal systems in the 1960s,
also used coercive treatm ent for addicts. Present practice em phasizes voluntary
com m unity-based treatm ent as an alternative to incarceration or as a condition of
probation or parole (Farabee et al., 1998).
Some researchers argue that little benefit is derived when a drug user is forced, by
w hatever manner, into treatment. M any oppose coerced treatm ent on philosophical or
constitutional grounds, while others oppose it on clinical grounds, m aintaining that
treatm ent is effective only if there is inner m otivation to change (Farabee, Prendergast &
Douglas, 1998).
On the other hand, several researchers (Anglin & M augh, 1992; Salm on &
Salmon, 1983) argue that few chronic addicts enter and rem ain in treatm ent w ithout some
external m otivation, legal otherwise. Controlling drug abuse and addiction benefits
society as a whole, is pointed out by Anglin, (1988); and A nglin & Hser, (1991).
Therefore, they argue that the justice system should forcibly bring pressures to bear on
drug abusers to enter into treatment.
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In some studies it appears that coercion as a factor has dem onstrated
preponderantly that it is an effective means to bring about success in treatm ent programs,
how ever some studies have dem onstrated no effect and others dem onstrate a negative
rather than positive effects.
Farabee et al (1998) reviewed several studies involving coercion, and found three
reasons for the variations in study findings.
A study by Salm on and Salmon (1983), explored the im pact of Treatm ent
Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) referrals on the rehabilitation o f drug abusers in a
m ethadone m aintenance clinic and a drug-free treatm ent setting (clients abusing only
alcohol or m arijuana were excluded). The study found that coercion facilitated success
for certain population groups (older, long-term heroin addicts), for certain criteria (arrest
and abstinence), and for certain treatm ent settings (drug-free versus m ethadone
maintenance program s), (Farabee et al, 1998).
Schnoll et al. (1980) conducted another study that found a positive relationship
between legal status and treatm ent outcomes. This study exam ined a m odified
therapeutic com m unity treating both alcoholics and drug-dependent clients in inpatient
and residential programs.

Schnoll and colleagues found that residents adm itted directly

from prison were m ore likely to com plete inpatient treatm ent than any other group since
they faced the possibility of incarceration if they did not do so. Siddall and Conway
(1988) reported sim ilar results in their study of 100 substance abuse clients in a residential
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treatm ent center, 42 o f whom were involuntary admissions. They found that clients who
successfully com pleted treatment were more likely to have been adm itted on an
involuntary basis. Unfortunately, definitions of "voluntary" and "involuntary" were not
given. The Rosenberg & Liftik (1976) study reporting a positive relationship between
legal coercion and treatm ent outcomes focused on outpatient treatm ent o f alcoholism.
The investigators found that the weekly attendance patterns of drivers who were
convicted of driving under the influence and who were m andated to treatm ent were
significantly better than those o f voluntary admissions.
Several of the studies reviewed by Farabee et al. (1998) found that legal coercion
made no difference in substance abuse treatm ent outcom es (Anglin et al., 1989; Brecht &
Anglin, 1993; M cLellan & Druley, 1977). D espite differences in outcom e measures,
these group of studies concluded that clients who enter treatm ent under some degree of
coercion did as well as clients entering treatm ent voluntarily or under m inim al levels of
coercion (Farabee et al., 1998).
Farabee et al. (1998) found a negative relationship between legal coercion and
substance m isuse treatm ent outcomes in a study by Harford et al. (1976). This study
found that measures of legal pressure were either unrelated or negatively related to
treatm ent retention and outcome in five drug abuse treatm ent m odalities: (1) a residential
program for adolescents, (2) a residential therapeutic com m unity for young adults, (3) a
day program for adolescents, (4) an outpatient abstinence and narcotic antagonist
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program serving prim arily young adults, (5) and a m ethadone treatm ent program. Legal
pressure was defined as existing if the applicant reported being on probation, on parole,
or awaiting trial at the tim e of admission. The investigators found that older m ethadone
clients and adolescent clients who were adm itted for treatm ent while on probation were
retained in treatm ent for shorter periods of time than were clients who were not on
probation. No other differences in retention or graduation rates involving any o f the
measures of legal pressure were statistically significant. The authors suggested the
possibility that legal pressure inhibits rather than facilitates treatm ent for addiction among
some clients (Farabee et al., 1998).
In another study (Howard & M cCaughrin, 1996) of a nationally representative
sample o f 330 non-m ethadone outpatient substance m isuse treatm ent organizations,
investigators found that organizations with 75 percent (or more) of court-m andated
clients had a greater rate of clients failing to com ply with their treatm ent plan than
organizations with 25 percent or less court-m andated clients. There were no differences
in clients m eeting the goals of their treatm ent (Farabee, et al., 1998).
Upon further review, Farabee et al. (1998) found that the m ajority of the variation
in coerced treatm ent outcomes of the various studies is due to (1) inconsistent
term inologies, (2) neglected em phasis on internal motivation, and (3) infidelity in program
im plem entation.

53

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

M uch of the inconsistent term inology centers around the term s "voluntary" and
"involuntary." A ccording to Gilboy & Schm idt (1971), the im portance o f this distinction
is clearly evident in studies o f psychiatric populations, which show that the m ajority of
patients whose official records indicated that they entered treatm ent voluntarily actually
were under some form of official custody and were under the threat of involuntary
com m itm ent if they failed to enter treatm ent "voluntarily."
M any offenders deem ed eligible for treatm ent by the crim inal justice referral
source may not necessarily be appropriate candidates for a given m odality or for
treatm ent in general. According to Anglin et al. (1998), substance abuse treatm ent
appeared to have m ore favorable effects on "hardcore" abusers than those with the lowest
problem severity. As a result, program variations in screening and referral criteria can
have a profound im pact on the measurable success of these program s (Farabee et al.,
1998).
W hile the preceding studies involved coercion as it pertained to treatm ent of drug
users in various other treatm ent programs, this study focuses on coercion of defendants
that are involved in drug treatm ent court programs.
W hile the Rand study sought to m easure the helpfulness o f the drug court
program, the purpose of this dissertation study was to determ ine the am ount o f coercion
exerted by the various com ponents that make up the drug court program, such as: judges,
court appearances, police, lawyers, probation officers, prosecutors, counselors drug tests,
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and the job/school requirem ent, and w hether they contribute to study participants staying
in the program or leaving the program.
In this study the investigator takes a closer look at the requirem ents of the
program (drug tests, counseling, AA meetings, etc.), as well at how study participants
interact with program personnel, such as judges, caseworkers, police officers, and
probation officers. In so doing, the investigator attempts to determ ine if these
requirem ents and interactions have a positive or negative effect on how study participants
react to the program. Also whether their reactions results in their leaving the drug
program. In the studies reviewed by Farabee et al., the participants w ere m andated for
treatment; either as a condition o f the legal system or by some other custodial body.. The
same is true for this study. Study participants are in the program through legal conditions
of parole for having com m itted some drug related crime, and as an alternative to jail. In
addition, those who successfully com plete the drug program will have all charges cleared
from their records.
Referral Source Theory
M uch o f the literature on coercion assumes that coercion and referral source are
interchangeable concepts, alternatively, that coercion can be directly inferred from referral
source. For exam ple, W eisner (1990) defined coercion as "a form of institutionalized
pressure" and outlined a continuum of coercion ranging from legal m andates (e.g., civil
com m itm ents, referrals from the crim inal justice system) to inform al sources (e.g.,
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referrals from em ployers, family, and early intervention programs). By em phasizing the
source, rather than the experience, of pressures to enter substance abuse treatm ent, this
definition downplays individual client’s perceptions. Consequently, claim s about the
prevalence and efficacy of coerced treatm ent have been m ade by reporting the num ber of
clients seeking treatm ent from different referral sources (e.g., court referrals vs. other
referrals) and by com paring coerced (court, family, or Em ployee A ssistance Program
(EAP)-referred) and non-coerced (self-referred) client groups on dem ographic
characteristics, alcohol and other drug dependence, treatm ent retention, and outcome
(W eisner, 1990).
Coercion M odel: Flow Chart and Variables
Figure 2a, Coercion M odel Flow Chart, depicts the variables that influence study
participants as they enter the drug program. Study participants m ay experience coercive
influences based on the attributes that they bring with them into the program (age,
gender, education, employment, race, etc.), program variables they encounter once they
are in the program (time in the program, age when entered the program , type o f offenses,
duration of drug use, etc.), and coercion variables, such as judges review, court
appearances, counseling, and drug testing. How much these influences affect the study
participants will have one o f two outcomes for the study participants. They will either
have a successful outcom e and graduate from the program, or an unsuccessful outcome
and involuntarily leave the program, or voluntarily leave (opt out) the program.
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This study uses the coercion model to exam ine the question of w hether drug court
study participants perceive that they are coerced during their participation in the drug
court program in Kalam azoo County, M ichigan. It also, looks at the perceptions of
judges and program Court personnel to determ ine their perceptions about the effects of
coercion on program study participants, and w hether or not there are differences in
perception among the groups. The study looks at various factors, and w hether or not
they are perceived to exert some degree of coercion (positive or negative) on drug court
study participants.
These factors include dem ographic variables ( gender, education, income, marital
status, num ber of children less than six years of age, race, and living environm ent),
program variables ( length o f time in program, age when entered the program , age when
dism issed or left program, type of offense, num ber of offenses, and reason for dismissal),
and coercion variables (judges, court appearances, police oversight, probation officers,
prosecutors, counseling, and drug tests).
The schematic representation of factors of the coercion m odels potentially
influencing participants’ drug program behavior is represented in Figure 2b.
Participant Dem ographic Attributes
The dem ographic factors involved in the coercion model consist o f the participant
attributes of gender, education, income, marital status, num ber of children less than six
years of age, race, and living environment. For exam ple, one gender may find it more
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difficult to follow program guidelines than the other gender; or those with the most
education are better able to understand why certain rules m ust be followed; or those who
have children may do it for the sake of the children. Perhaps some may believe it is not a
question of w hether or not dem ographic factors im pact coercion, but a question o f how
much im pact they have on coercion.
Participant Program Variables
The program variables that affect study participants’ decisions consist o f length of
tim e in the program, age of the participant when he or she entered the program , age when
the participant was dism issed or left the program, type o f offenses participant com mitted,
num ber of offenses the participant com mitted, duration of drug use, and reason the
participant was dism issed from the program.
The length of time a participant is in the program could be an indicator o f how
successful a participant will be in the program. Both Simpson et al., 1997 and H iller et
al., 1998 considered the first three months crucial in determ ining a participant’s success in
any kind o f treatment. This was a factor for consideration in this drug court study as
well.

58

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Influences

Possible Participant
Outcom es

Participant
D em ographic
Attributes

V oluntary Leave
Program
Unsuccessful
Outcomes
Involuntarily
Leave
Program

Participant Program
Variables

Program Coercion
Variables

Successful
Outcomes
G raduate From
Program

Figure 2a. Coercion M odel Flow Chart
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The age when study participants entered the program and were dism issed or left the
program is significant if the results of m ethadone treatm ent program s are any indication.
The findings in a num ber of methadone treatm ent program s found that older applicants
who entered these programs were m ore likely to term inate treatm ent earlier than older
applicants who were not on probation, or younger applicants regardless o f their probation
status (Harford et al., 1976).
W hether the type of offenses and the num ber of offenses applicants have
com m itted at the time they were adm itted to the drug court program, and the am ount of
coercion they perceive are relevant. However, this schematic m odel hypothesized
that there are relationships between the type and the num ber o f offenses that have been
com m itted by study participants at the time o f adm ittance to the drug court program, the
am ount o f perceived coercion, and whether or not they rem ain in the drug court program.

The length of time that study participants used drugs prior to entering the drug
court program determ ine how much they will benefit from the drug court program.
Anglin et al., (1998) found that low-level offenders are less likely to benefit from
treatm ent than those with more extensive drug use and crim inal histories.
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Participant Program
Variables

Participant Demographic
Attributes
♦Age
*Gender
♦Education
♦Employment
♦Health status
*Income
♦Marital status
♦Number of children
under six years of age
♦Race
♦Living environment

v

♦Length of time in
program
♦Age when entered
program
♦Age when dismissed
or left program
♦Type of offenses
♦Number of offenses
♦Duration of drug
use
♦Substance of
choice
♦Reason for

Program
Coercion Variables
♦Judges review
♦Courts appearance
♦Police
♦Lawyers
♦Probation Officers
♦Prosecutors
♦Counseling
♦Drug tests
♦Job/School
jL ____________

Possible Program
Outcomes
♦Dismissed from program
♦Voluntarily leaves
program
♦Graduates from program

Figure 2b. Coercion M odel
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This study exam ined the reasons study participants were dism issed from the
program (involuntarily and voluntarily). These reasons include the com m ission of new
offenses (drug related or non-drug related) while in the drug court program , or failure to
com ply with requirem ents of the program (such as urine tests, counseling, m issing
meetings with probation officers) and failure to appear at drug court sessions.
Program Coercion Variables
The coercion variables are those that affect the study participants’ perceptions of
how certain factors of the program im pact their behavior. These factors m ay include
actions of judges and court appearance, police interactions, relationship to probation
officers, actions of prosecutors, am ount and type o f counseling, quantity o f drug tests,
and requirem ents to get a jo b or attend school. The central question was: How coercive
are these variables, and how much do they determ ine the success of study participants in
com pleting the drug court program?
Probable Program Outcomes
There are three actions or outcomes by which the study participants leave the
drug court program: they are dism issed from the program, voluntarily leave the program,
or graduate from the program. All of the participant attributes, participant program
variables, and coercion variables hypothetically influence the am ount of coercion exerted
on study participants, and therefore are determinants of w hether they will com plete the
drug court program.
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In summary, this study looked at the im pact that the three categories o f variables
have on the actions of the study participants, and the am ount of perceived coercion the
study participants experience. The study also looked at how m uch o f an im pact these
variables had on the perceptions o f judges, and program Court personnel and how they
perceived their affect on study participants. A lso m easured was how much the
dem ographics, program, and attitude variables affected the rate at which drug court study
participants successfully com pleted the program, opted-out, or were involuntarily
dism issed from the program.
Analytical Approach
The analytical m ethods used in this study included both quantitatively based
survey and qualitatively open-ended interviews with the study participants. D ue to the
low num ber of drug court participants in the study (N=9), and the small num ber of court
judges and Court personnel (N=13), only frequency distributions were used to analyze
these numbers. The content of the qualitative data was analyzed to identify m ajor themes
and sub-them es relative to the respondents’ perceptions. As the interview s were tape
recorded, the tapes were listened to and notes were made from the taped interviews.
From these tapes, m ajor themes and sub-themes, as well as parallels and contradictions in
the answers of study participants, judges and Court personnel were noted. These were
transcribed, identified and included in the study findings.
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This study was conducted using as study participants the drug court participants,
judges, and Court personnel of the Kalam azoo County Drug Treatm ent C ourt Programs
(DCP). All inform ation about participants, judges, and Court personnel in the program
was provided by staff and Court personnel in drug court program, and through interviews
of the drug court participants, judges, and Court personnel using questionnaires provided
and adm inistered by the researcher.
D ata Collection: D rue C ourt Participants
The drug court participants as participants in this study com prise three groups:
the study participants (drug offenders) in the program's female and m ale drug courts who
have graduated from the program, voluntarily left the program, or involuntarily left the
program. These include all female and male drug court study participants that were in
diversion program between January 1, 1992, and D ecem ber 31, 1999. This period is
chosen in order to com pare data when both the fem ale and male program s were in
existence. D uring this period of time 210 females and 111 m ales voluntarily or
involuntarily left the program, and 145 fem ales and 55 males graduated from the program
and had their charges dropped, for a total 521 study participants available for the study.
Sam pling Strategy
The researcher random ly selected the study participants for this study beginning
with every even num bered participant. Selection continued until all study participants
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that were located were exhausted. O f the total num ber of drug court study participants
(N=521) in the study, only 240 could be contacted.
A systematic sample of participants were selected from both the fem ale and male
drug court members (n=521). The systematic part of the study stem s from the fact that
study participants were segregated according to whether they are male, female,
voluntarily left the program, involuntarily left the program, or graduated from the
program. Random ness in the study selection process occurred when every even
num bered nam e was selected for the study. The individuals selected were given a check
mark. Those who were selected were m ailed a letter from the drug court adm inistrator
inform ing them that the researcher would be calling them for an interview. W hen the
participant was contacted, and either agreed to be in the study or refused to be in the
study, their name was crossed out on each list in a m anner that rendered them illegible.
If the drug court study participants could not be located, because they had moved, or if
they refused to be interview ed , his or her name was also crossed out and another name
was selected.
A ll study participants that were located were called to set-up interview s; however,
only nine study participants agreed to be interviewed. The reason given by the study
participants who refused to be interview ed was that they were trying to m ake a new life,
or that they wanted no further contact with anyone from the drug court.
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W hen all selections had been made the lists containing all nam es were destroyed.
D estruction of the various lists and research docum ents occurred by either shredding or
burning the docum ents.
The prim ary data collection m ethod was face-to-face interview s w ith all three
types o f study participants. A semi-structured, open-ended questionnaire was developed
for each category of study participants (see Appendix B 1. and was adm inistered by the
researcher during the interview. A pilot was conducted using study participants from the
three test groups. After an analysis of the pilot data changes in the instrum ent were made
as a result of the pretest recom mendations.
Variable Construction
The study questionnaire sought to address m any variables such as the participants’
race, gender, and living environment. Race and gender variables are addressed by the
questionnaire in order to determ ine the percentage of each race and gender that com prise
the drug court study population. Furtherm ore, it w ould tell the researcher if there was a
disproportionate num ber of one race or genders in relation to others.
The questionnaire also addressed the living environm ent from which a study
participant com es can be indicative of the m agnitude of the participant’s drug problem,
and to a certain extent, how difficult it will be for the participant to adhere to drug
program requirem ents. If those living with a study participant are drug users, it will make
it more difficult for the Participant to get clean and graduate from the program.
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The study also sought to identify the roles o f the various collaborators in the
program that includes probation officers, judges, prosecutors, counselors, police officers,
and the court process itself. Each of the collaborators in the drug court program have the
potential to exert some degree of coercive influence on the study participants.
Further addressed by the questionnaire were variables such as drug history (type
and quantity of drugs used, and length of drug use), skill level of em ploym ent, level of
education, parenthood status (single parent or m arried parent), num ber o f children less
than six years o f age.
It is know n that the types and am ounts of drugs used by study participants serve
as indicators of the degree of drug addiction that participants have. The stronger and
greater the am ounts of the drugs that is used by a participant the m ore difficult it will be
to recover from the addiction. This will also make it more difficult to successful in the
drug court program.
W hether a participant is employed, the level o f education obtained, and if the
participant is a parent may have some degree o f bearing on a participant’s m otivation to
adhere to program guidelines. If the participants have something to lose (a job, custody
of children, etc.) they may do what is necessary to protect w hatever they fear losing.
Hence the questionnaires sought to determ ine the role these variables have in determ ining
the potential success the participants may have in com pleting the drug court program.

67

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

The reasons study participants decided to enter the drug court program , why
participants decided to leave the program, w hat the participants liked about the program,
and what the participants did not like about the program were also addressed.
Central to the questionnaire was the question o f why the participants decided to
enter the drug court program. Is the reason solely to stay out of jail and have their
records expunged, or were they sincere about wanting to make a life changing decision to
turn their lives around? Equally, im portant is the question of why participants decided to
leave the drug court program. The questionnaire sought to solicit from the participants
their reasons for leaving the program. It sought to identify what factors, if any, were
responsible for participants m aking the choice to leave.
Som e significant questions were the questions o f what participants liked about the
drug court program, and what participants disliked about the drug court program. By
including these questions in the questionnaire, and ascertaining the participants’ likes and
dislikes for program requirem ents and procedures, it may be possible to configure
procedures and requirem ents that are more effective to the success of study participants.

Drug Court Judges and A dm inistrative Personnel
There were three judges and ten court personnel involved in the drug court
program. These were made up of m anagers and supervisors, counselors, probation
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officers, and case workers. It was im portant to interview these personnel because they
have direct contact with study participants on a day to day basis. T heir w ork with study
participants has a direct im pact on whether on not study participants know what to
expect from the program. Some court personnel take part in adm inistering or overseeing
drug testing of study participants, counseling study participants, and seeing that study
participants appear before the drug court judges at the required times.
Secondly, judges depend on court personnel for inform ation about the progress
that study participants are m aking or not making. This helps judges m ake decisions about
any type of punitive actions that may be required on the study participants’ behalf.
M ore im portant, the inform ation court personnel provide to the judges about the
study participants helps the judges make decisions as to w hether study participants should
remain in the drug court program, or are dism issed from the program.
Participation of judges included all three judges that w ere or are part of the drug
court program. This is indicative of how im portant judges believe the program is in
helping individuals with drug problem s, as well as reducing the am ount o f drug related
crime in the community.
The questionnaire included questions that sought to determ ine why and how long
judges and Court personnel have been part of the drug court program. A m ong the
questions asked were how long they have been in their current jo b , and how long they
have been working in the drug court program. These questions sought to establish the
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am ount and type of expertise each judge and adm inistrator has in carrying out their duties
in the program. If they were a new judge or adm inistrator and/or have not been in their
job for a considerable length of time, they m ight not fully understand the goals of the
program. Those with greater longevity have more of a background from which to form
their perceptions o f the program.
In asking the question as to w hether judges and court personnel volunteered to be
part of the program, the researcher sought to determ ine if they were in the program
because of an interest in the drug court program, or sim ply there because they were
assigned to the program by their superiors. This could indicate how genuinely they were
in their efforts to make the program work, or w hether they were ju st doing a job.
Questions about how much judges and court personnel perceived the im portance
of their jo b and its influence in the program to be, were asked to determ ine if they really
believed they made a difference in the study participants’ decision to leave or rem ain in
the drug court program. If they thought their jobs have very little influence on the study
participants they m ight not put very much effort in perform ing their jobs or in supporting
the goals o f the program.
How much the various collaborators (judges, probation officers, prosecutors,
counselors, and family), as well as court appearances, and drug testing influenced study
participants to leave or rem ain in the program, were questions addressed by the
questionnaire. The perceptions of judges and C ourt personnel about the am ount of
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influence these factors have on study participants can be indicative o f how they feel about
the overall effectiveness o f the drug court program, and its ability to help drug court
participants. If judges and court personnel believe these factors are not very effective in
helping study participants, they may give less effort to the program, thereby the program
may not be successful in retaining and graduating participants from the program.
Three questions were asked about the effectiveness of the program in helping
study participants find employment, staying off drugs, and rem aining in school. W hen
asking these questions the questionnaire sought to determ ine if their goals go beyond just
helping study participants overcom e their addictions, which is a great accom plishm ent in
itself, but also to affect other areas o f the study participants’s lives.
The underlying objective to all o f the questions and responses o f the judges and
court personnel to the questionnaire was to determ ine how supportive they were o f the
drug court program. Secondly, to determ ine from their answers to the questions the
possibility of some degree of coerciveness that could be perceived by study participants
from the way judges and court personnel perceived their roles/jobs in the drug court
program. Thirdly, how judges and court personnel perceived their level of im pact upon
drug court program participants’ decision to leave or stay in the program.
Interview Process
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Study participants were interview ed in a neutral public place, w hich was intended
to be non-coercive to the study participants; yet afforded study participants some degree
of privacy.
The interviews were face-to-face and one-on-one, and the researcher personally
conducted all interviews. Before the interviews were begun study participants were given
a consent form to read and sign outlining the conditions of the interview. The consent
form inform ed study participants that they could withdraw from the interview at any time,
or refuse to answer any question. Also, study participants were not rew arded or
com pensated in any way for participating in the interviews.
D uring the interviews study participants were provided a copy o f the
questionnaire so that they could follow along as the researcher read the questions. All
interviews were audio taped by the researcher as a m eans of taking notes o f the
interview, and rem em bering how certain statements were worded.
M ost of the interviews took between thirty and forty-five m inutes and ended with
the study participants expressing their feeling of being glad they agreed to participate in
the interview.
A fter each interview the quantitative data was coded and entered in the SPSS
statistical software for analysis
Study Variables
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The variables addressed by the study were: the length o f tim e each participant was
in the diversion program, the age of the study participants at the time they were adm itted
to the program and at the time they were term inated from the program , the type of
offense com m itted by each participant, the num ber of offenses com m itted by the
participant, and the types of activity (either by the study participants or collaborators) that
were determ inant in the study participants’ term ination from the diversion program.
The dependent variables in the study are identified as w hether the study
participants leave the program voluntarily, leave the program involuntarily, or graduate.
Lim itations of the Study
The lim itations of this study consist of a very small num ber of study participants
(two females and seven males), and the lack of records of residency after study
participants are no longer involved in the program.
A nother problem that lim ited the study is that m ost o f those who enter the drug
court program are transients; therefore it is difficult for the drug court program to
maintain contact with them, or know their recent addresses. This caused m ost of the
letters to be returned as "no longer at this address." However, the range o f participant
types for the nine study participants who did agree to be interview ed is sufficiently cross
sectional, as to race, sex, and age that, when taken with the perspectives of the court
personnel and judges, gives a good exploratory basis for exam ining the concept of
coercion.
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A lthough the study’s findings cannot be projected to a w ider population o f drug
courts, for exploratory purposes, its findings are very inform ative and have im portant
im plications for how drug courts ought to attempt to reduce their failure rate.
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CHAPTER VH
RESEA RC H FINDINGS
The findings of the K alam azoo County D rug Treatm ent C ourt Program include a
com parison o f perceptions o f study participants and drug court personnel. Certain
dem ographic data on the characteristics of drug court participants was collected during
the study, but were not analyzed as part of coercion com parisons due to the small num ber
of participants. However, of the nine interviewees the following presents a description of
the characteristics for descriptive purposes.
Drug Court Participant Characteristics
The num ber of study participants that took part in the study was small. There
were nine study participants, two females and seven males. O f this num ber there were six
who were white, and three who were Afro-American.
Five o f the nine study participants (two females and three m ales) successfully
com pleted the program, and three males were unsuccessful because they failed to comply
with program requirem ents. One (male) of the study participants chose to opt out of the
program and pursue a course through the regular court system. The reasons given by the
participant who opted out of the program were that each time the participant asked for
time off from work the boss made a "big fuss" about it. This caused the participant
concern about keeping his job, which in the study participants words are "if I lose my job
I can’t pay the rent, and I don’t want to go back on the streets." Secondly, the
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participant felt that it became more and m ore dem eaning to have to m eet with the
caseworkers. He said, "they treat me like somebody that doesn’t have any sense."
The age of the study participants ranged from 17 to 51 years of age with a mean
age of 31.11 years. The num ber of m onths that study participants were in the program
ranged form one m onth to thirty-seven months with a mean of seventeen months. The
types o f offenses that study participants were charged with at the tim e o f adm ittance to
the program varied Three study participants were charged with drug use, one participant
was charged with fraud (credit card use, none sufficient funds, etc.), tw o study
participants were charged with larceny (taking w ithout return), and burglary (breaking &
entering), tw o participants were charged with property destruction, and one participant
was charged with "Other" (prostitution, and having a house o f ill fame, etc.). The types
of drugs used by study participants at the time of adm ittance were as follows: three study
participants used alcohol, three study participants used alcohol and crack cocaine, and
three study participants used alcohol and marijuana.
The level of education of the study participants ranged from "less than high
school" to "some college." One participant had less than a high school education, two
study participants were high school graduates, one participant had a GED certificate, and
five study participants had some college.
A t the tim e study participants entered the drug court program one participant was
married, seven were never married, and one was divorced. Also, at the tim e study
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participants entered the program one was living with a partner, four lived w ith a
roomm ate. One lived with spouse and children, one lived with parents or relatives, and
two had other living arrangements (on the streets or vagrant housing).
W hen study participants left the drug court program, one was married, seven had
never been married, and one participant was divorced. The living arrangem ents when
study participants left the program found that three were living with a partner, one lived
alone, one lived with spouse and children, two lived with parents or relatives, and two
had other arrangem ents (public assistance housing, etc.).
Five of the study participants had children and four had no children. O f those
study participants with children, two study participants had one child, and three study
participants had tw o children. One participant had children under the age of six years,
and four study participants had children over the age of six years (Table 7).
There seems to be some correlation between being married, having children and
being successful in the program. However, this is merely speculative due to the small
num ber of study participants in the study.
At the time of their arrest four study participants were em ployed full-tim e, two
were em ployed part-time, and three were unemployed. W hen they separated from the
program six were em ployed full-tim e and three were em ployed part-tim e (see Table 7).
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Table 7
Children and Employment
Number

%

Had children

5

56%

No children

4

44%

One child

2

22%

Two children

3

33%

Less than 6 vrs o f age

1

11%

Over 6 vrs of age

4

44%

Full-time emp. at arrest

4

44%

Part-time emp. at arrest

2

22%

Unemployed at arrest

3

33%

Full-time at separation

6

67%

Part-time emp. at separation

2

Category

32^

(O ffice o f D ru g Treatm ent C ourt P rogram s, 2001)

Five study participants said they entered the drug court program to stay out of
jail, three w anted to clear their records, and one participant said he needed help to
change. This breakdow n of reasons for entering the drug court program was not
surprising to the researcher. The first reaction of anyone, m ost w ould agree, is to save
one’s self from negative consequences, therefore staying out of ja il and clearing their
records was param ount to getting help to change.
Judges and Court Personnel
This group consists of all three judges that are or had been in the program, and all
ten court personnel that are or had been in the program. The three judges have held their

judgeships for eleven or more years. As for court personnel, one has been in the position
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for three years or less, three for four to six years, three for seven to nine years, and three
for ten or more years. The court personnel consist of caseworkers, probation officers, and
program managers. The num ber o f years in their positions indicate that the judges and
court personnel are very experienced in their jobs.
The three judges have been involved in the drug court program for two and a half,
five, and eleven years. The court personnel’ experience in the drug court program include
two that have one to three years experience, five that have four to six years, tw o that
have seven to nine years, and one that has ten or m ore years of experience in the
program.
There were two identifiable reasons that judges and court personnel gave for
being in the drug court program. One group said that it was part o f their job. The other
group said they wanted to make a difference in the study participants’ lives. O f the
thirteen interviewees, five said it was part of their job, and eight said they w anted to make
a difference.
Study Participants. Judges and Court Personnel
The following material and analysis are taken from inform ation presented in
Tables 8 and 9. The inform ation in table 8 com pares the responses of study participants
with those o f judges and court personnel to questions from the questionnaires. Table 9
com pares the responses of judges with those of court personnel.
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The inform ation in Table 8 consists of four basic themes: court influences on
study participants, counseling and testing influences on study participants, family
influences on study participants, and external influences on study participants.
Court Influences
These are the factors that are a direct part of the drug court structure, and they
have a direct im pact on how study participants perceive and are affected by the various
court requirements.
Court influences include the questions o f l)how much judges and court
procedures influence study participants to enter the program, 2) leave the program , and
3) how hard was it for participants to appear before the judges?
Judges
The question of how much judges influenced study participants to enter the
program was only asked o f study participants, but not asked o f judges and adm inistrative
personnel. O f the nine participants, four said that judges influenced them very much to
somewhat, and five said they were influenced very little or not at all. Study participants
are about an even split in their perception of the im pact that judges had on their entering
the drug court program. Some participants expressed a feeling o f being intim idated by
judges at the tim e they were first arraigned in the drug court, and felt they had no other
choice. One participant indicated that the judge made him feel it was the drug court or
prison, so he decided on the drug court program.
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Both study participants and court personnel were asked how m uch judges
influenced study participants to leave the program, and how hard it was for participants
to appear before the judges. M ost of the court personnel (nine of thirteen), including
judges, believed judges were very influential in study participants’ decision to leave the
program, and finding it hard to appear before judges. M ost of the study participants(six
o f the nine) said they were not influenced at all in their decision to leave the program, or
to appear before the judges. This shows that the perceptions of court personnel and
those of study participants do not agree. Perhaps this difference in perception is due to
court personnel not being able to put themselves in the "shoes" o f participants. It may
also be that study participants are not aware that they are influenced by judges or
appearing before them. Both views should be given consideration by judges and court
personnel.
C ourt Process
H ow much did the court process influence study participants to enter the program
is a question that was only asked of study participants. Their response in Table 8 shows
that seven of the nine participants said that the court process had very little or no
influence on their decision to enter the drug court program. Therefore, it is assum ed that
other factors, such as, w anting to stay out of jail or expunging their records were reasons
for entering their entering the drug court program.
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Study participants said that appearing in court did not significantly influence them
to leave the drug court program, as eight of the nine said they were not influenced at all.
However, five of the nine participants said it was hard for them to show up for court. As
several of the participants explained, it was not being in court that was the problem , but
the logistics involved in getting there. This included difficulty in getting transportation, if
they did not have their own, or getting time off from work, and m issing classes if they
were in school. In the case of fem ale participants, finding som eone to care for small
babies often prevent them from showing up for court; especially if they did not have their
own transportation or lived close to public transportation.
The m ajority of court personnel and judges, eight of the thirteen, believed that
the court process very much to somewhat influenced participants to leave the drug court
program. This was reverse of what the study participants believed. Table 8, also shows
that eleven o f the thirteen court personnel and judges believed it was very hard to
somewhat hard for participants to show up for court. This finding was in the same
proportion as that of the study participants. The reasons given by court personnel and
judges was about the same. They said that participants found the environm ent o f the
court to be intim ating to them. Participants on the other hand, said that it was not
wanting anyone they knew seeing them in the drug court program.
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Police O versight
Regarding the questions of w hether the police oversight influenced participants to
enter, leave, or show up for court, all nine participants answered that they were not at all
influenced by police oversight. This is attributed to the fact that once a study participant
is arrested and arraigned, police have alm ost no contact with participants through the rest
o f the program. The only exceptions are in cases where a participant runs away from the
program, or is incarcerated for m issing an appointm ent or having a dirty drug test. As
Table 8 shows, the m ajority of judges and court personnel agree w ith the answers given
by study participants, and for the same reasons. Judges and court personnel were not
asked to respond to the question of police oversight influencing participants to enter the
program.
Probation Officers
In addressing the questions of probation officer influencing study participants to
enter, leave, or hard to appear before probation officers, Table 8 shows that the majority
of participants said they were not influenced by them at all in these areas. However,
Table 8 shows that the m ajority of judges and court personnel believed that study
participants were influenced very much or som ewhat by probation officers.
W hen taking in consideration the relationship between probation officers/case
workers and study participants it is reasonable to give greater credence to the opinions of
judges and court personnel. Probation officers/case workers are some o f the ones
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(counselors being the other) that participants meet with on a regular basis out side of
court. They investigate the problem s that participants are having with the program, and
try to help participants m eet and adhere to program requirem ents. Probation officers
have to pow er to recom m end whether or not participants should continue in the program
or return to regular court for sentencing and/or prison. It is understandable therefore, to
perceive greater influence by probation officers or caseworkers then participants admit.
Prosecutors
Table 8 shows that eight of the study participants and all thirteen judges and court
personnel believe that prosecutors neither influence participants to enter, leave the
program nor find it hard to appear before prosecutors. As with probation officers, once
participants are arrested, arraigned and adm itted into the drug court program prosecutors
have no further contact with participants during their progression through the drug
program. The next occasion for contact with prosecutors would be at the time
participants graduate and receive their certificate from the prosecutor’s office, or if they
opt-out or are kicked out o f the program and are re-arraigned into regular courts. Any of
the questions concerning how participants are influenced to enter the program were not
asked o f judges and court personnel.
Summary
There are some areas in the them e of court influences where participants and
court personnel sharply disagree. These appear to be the areas w here there is m ore direct
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contact between participants and the required activity, such as counseling, appearing
before judges, the court process, and probation officers. In areas where there was a
m inim um am ount of contact (police officers and prosecutors) with the activity, there was
less disagreem ent between participants and court personnel.
For instance, participants did not find that judges or the court procedures had an
influence on their decision to leave the program, this includes those who graduated from
the program, but they were about evenly split as to w hether judges influenced their
decision to enter the program. Participants were also split on how hard it was for theme
to appear before the judge, however, the majority (6/9) said such appearances were not
difficult. Participants responded five to four that it was not hard to show up for court.
Further study will be required to identify reasons for these perceptual differences.
Counseling and Testing Influences
C ounseling and drug testing was thought to have a direct influence or affect on
whether participants enter or leave the program, or if they find difficult to appear for
counseling or testing. As table 8 shows, the majority of participants feel that counseling
and testing do not influence them at all to enter or leave the drug court program , or find it
hard to go for counseling or testing. Judges and court personnel, on the other hand (see
Table 8), believe that counselors and drug testing very much to som ew hat influence
participants to leave the program, and find it hard to show up for counseling and testing.
Judges and court personnel were not asked questions about entering the program.
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Counselors, like probation officers/caseworkers m eet with participants on a
regular basis and w ork closely with participants in an effort to help them over com e their
drug habits. D rug testing in concert with counseling and other drug court requirem ents is
a means by which drug court personnel determ ine if participants are adhering to the
program requirem ent that study participants stay off drugs, at least during their
participation in the program.
Fam ily Influences
Fam ily and children were said by m ost study participants to influence them very
little or not at all in their decision to enter and leave the drug court program (see Table
8). As only the question o f the fam ily’s influence on participants to leave was asked of
judges and court personnel this is the only question in the area o f fam ily influences where
com parisons can be made. Therefore, in regards to this question there is a belief by most
judges and court personnel (ten of thirteen) that fam ily very m uch or som ew hat influence
participants to leave the program. This result may indicate that participants do not
believe that family and children influence them as much as judges and court personnel
believe they influence them. However, after further discussion on the subject participants
said that keeping a jo b and supporting their families were more im portant than keeping
appointments with the drug court. As one participant explained, it is m ore im portant for
him to put bread on the table than sit and talk to a counselor.
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Judges and court personnel base their conclusion on their belief that if a study
participant is in a fam ily environm ent where there is significant am ount o f drug use it will
influence the participants to continue or resum e their use of drugs. This will in turn have
an im pact on the participants’ decision to leave the program. Judges and court personnel
were not asked the question about entering the program.
External Influences
External influences in this study addresses those activities that are outside of the
courts jurisdiction once the participants are no longer part of the program. Therefore the
question becomes whether or not the drug court program ’s influence extend beyond this
jurisdiction to help participants stay off drugs, find em ployment, or rem ain in school.
These questions were asked judges and court personnel only. Therefore, no
com parisons between study participants and judges and court personnel can be made in
this area. As seen in Table 8, m ost judges and court personnel believed that the drug
court program very much or som ewhat helped participants stay off drugs, find
em ployment, and rem ain in school.
Though no study participants were asked to respond to these questions, through
conversations with some participants during the interview, a num ber of them
indicated that the program was instrum ental in helping them stay off drugs or rem ain in
school. They contributed this to the having to take drug tests, and counseling.
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Com parative Findings: Judges and Court personnel
Table 9 shows a com parison of responses between judges, and court personnel to
questions from the questionnaire.. It is presented in four themes: court influences,
counseling and testing influences, family influences, and external influences. This
inform ation is presented in Table 9.
C ourt Influences
These are the factors that are a direct part of the drug court process, and they
were thought to have a direct im pact on how study participants perceive and are affected
by the various court requirements. The actual findings follows.
C ourt influences include the questions of how much do judges influence study
participants to remain in the program, leave the program, or how hard it was
for participants to appear before the judges?

As seen in Table 9, all three judges and

m ost o f the court personnel indicated that they thought that judges very much or
somewhat influenced participants to rem ain in the program, leave the program, or found
it hard to appear before judges. There are no significant differences between the
perceptions of judges and court personnel concerning these questions.
As far as the questions of the influence o f the court process and the difficulty of
showing up for court the majorities of both the judges and court personnel indicated that
they thought the court process and showing up for court was very m uch to som ewhat
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Table 8
Com parison of D rug Court Participants and D rug C ourt personnel
On Program Coercion Factors Influencing Participants
In The D rug Court Program
C ourt Influences

Part/Pers.
Very
much
N=9/N=13

Part/Pers.
Somewhat
N=9/N=13

Part/Pers.
Very little
N=9/N=13

Part/Pers.
Not at all
N=9/N=13

Judges and Court personnel

3 /-

1 /-

1/-

4 /-

How much did judges influence study participants to
leave program?

2 /3

1 /6

0 /3

6 /1

How hard was it for study participants to appear
before judge?

1 /4

2 /8

0 /1

6 /0

How much did court influence study participants to
enter the program?

1 /-

1 /-

21-

5 /-

How' much did court influence study participants to
leave the program?

1 /5

0 /3

0 /4

8 /1

How hard was it for study participants to show up
for court?

1 /4

All

0 /2

4 /0

0 /-

0 /-

0 /-

8 /-

How much did police oversight influence study
participants to leave program?

0 /2

0 /1

0 /4

9 /6

How hard did study participants find police
oversight?

0 /1

0 /0

0 /4

9 /8

21-

0 /-

0 /-

7 /-

How much did probation office influence study
participants to leave program?

0 /8

0 /5

0 /0

9 /0

How hard was it for study participants to meet
probation officers?

1 /2

0 /9

1 /2

7 /0

How much did judges influence study participants to
enter program?

Police Oversight
How' much did police oversight influence study
participants to enter program?

Probation Officers
How much did probation office influence study
participants to enter program?
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ll-

01-

01-

8 /-

How much did prosecutors influence study
participants to leave program?

l/ O

0 /0

0 /5

8 /8

How hard was it for study participants to talk to
prosecutors?

1 /0

0 /0

0 /4

8 /9

How much did counseling influence study
participants to enter program?

21-

0 /-

li

61-

How much did counseling influence study
participants to leave program?

1 /6

0 /3

on

8 /1

How hard was it for study participants to go for
counseling?

1 /5

3 /8

1 /0

4 /0

How much did drug testing influence study
participants to enter program?

li

1 /-

0 /-

61-

How much did drug testing influence study
participants to leave program?

on

1/ 4

0 /2

8 /0

How hard was it for study participants to show up
for drug testing?

2 /6

2 /6

1/ 1

4 /0

li

11 -

0 /-

61-

on

0 /3

1 /3

8 /0

21-

01-

01-

7 /-

01-

01-

01-

91-

-112

-11

-10

-10

Prosecutors
'How much did prosecutors influence study
participants to enter program?

Counseling and Testing Influences

Fam ilv Influences
How much did family influence study participants to
enter program?
How much did family influence study participants
leaving program?
How much did having children influence study
participants to enter program?
How much did having children influence study
participants to leave program?

External Influences
Do you feel the drag court program helped study
participants stay off drags?
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3

How much did the drug court program help study
participants find employment?

-14

-16

- /

How much did the drug court program help study
participants remain in school?

-16

-fl

-/0

-/0
-IQ

(-) Denotes questions not asked o f study participants or judges and Court personnel.

influential or difficult for study participants ( see Table 9). They believed that for
participants, the court environm ent is intim idating because there may be people there that
they know from their neighborhoods, fellow em ployees, or school mates. These would
cause them some em barrassm ent.
The difficulty in showing up for court is sim ilar to those of other appointments
that participants have to keep. A m ong the things that make it hard for
participants to show up for court are transportation problem s, getting tim e off from work,
missing classes at school, and child care for many of the female participants.
Questions of police oversight influencing participants to leave the drug court
program was found by judges and court personnel to very little or no influence on
participants leaving the program. This is due to the absent of police involvem ent with
participants once they are adm itted to the program.
On the other hand, all judges (three) and court personnel (ten) said that
probations officers very much or som ewhat influenced participants to leave the drug
court program. This is based on the relationship between probation officers and
caseworkers that require participants to meet with probation officers/casew orkers on a
regular basis outside of court. They investigate problem s that participants may be having
with the program, and they try to help participants adhere to program requirements.
Also, all three judges said that participants found it very hard to som ew hat hard to meet
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with probation officers/caseworkers, but only half (five o f ten) o f the court personnel said
participants found it very hard to som ewhat hard to m eet with probation
officers/caseworkers. The reasons given by participants for these opinions are that
probation offices/caseworkers are the ones that directly hold the participants accountable
for their actions in the program, and many participants do not like to be accountable. It is
also difficult for some participants to find a means to get to appointm ents because of lack
of transportation, or time off from jobs or school.
As in the case o f police officers, prosecutors do not have contact with study
participants once they are adm itted into the drug court program. Therefore, all of the
judges (three) and all of the court personnel (ten) said that prosecutors influenced
participants very little or not at all to leave the drug court program. Since participants do
not meet with prosecutors during their tenure in the program, participants were deem ed
to find very little difficulty or no difficulty at all in m eeting with prosecutors (see Table
9).
Counseling and Testing Influences
Counseling and drug testing was believed to have a direct influence and affect on
whether participants leave the drug court program, or in some ways how hard they find it
to go for counseling and testing. As shown in Table 9, the m ajority of judges and court
personnel believe that counseling and drug testing very much im pact participants’
decision to leave the program, and they also believe that for the same reasons stated
above participants find it difficult to go for counseling and drug testing.
Fam ily Influences
Fam ily influences are described as those interactions that study participants have
with those that m ake up their im m ediate family, or in some cases a small extended family,
such as: wife, husband, girl friend, boy friend, uncles, aunts, and children.
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Tw o of the three judges and eight of the ten court personnel believe that family
very m uch to som ew hat influence participants to leave the program. They base their
opinion on the belief that if a study participant is in a family environm ent w here there is a
significant am ount of drug use it will influence the participant to continue or resum e their
use of drugs. This environm ent will make it difficult for the participant to adhere to
program requirem ents, and will either be put out of the program or opt-out of the
program.
External Influences
Those activities or involvem ents that study participants have outside the
im m ediate program parameters are what is described as external influences. Those that
were identified in the study are jobs, school, and staying off drugs. These questions were
not asked of participants and show no response from participants in either table.
As seen in Table 9, all the judges and m ost court personnel believed that the drug
court program very much or somewhat helped participants stay off drugs, rem ain in
school, and find employment. The belief of the judges and m ost court personnel is
substantiated by conversations the researcher had with study participants. A num ber of
them indicated that because of the drug testing, counseling, court appearances, and other
requirem ents the program was instrum ental in helping them stay off drugs, rem ain in
school, and in finding employment.
Program Strengths
O ther discussions relating to perceptions of the drug court program by judges and
Court personnel were about the strengths and weaknesses of the drug court program.
Some of the things that judges said were strengths of the program were how judges and
Court personnel w ork as a team. Each judge and adm inistrator has a role to play in drug
court process, such as seeing that each participant receives counseling, drug tests, and
93

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

report to the required meetings with parole officers and appearing for court sessions.
Some additional program strengths was the treatm ent that participants received, and the
level o f accountability to which they are held. Judges and court personnel said, they
review the reports by caseworkers, counselors, and probation officers and m ake decisions
that they all agree are in the best interest of the study participant.
Program W eaknesses
Judges and Court personnel agreed that the lack of funding is a w eakness in
program.

The lack of funding prevents the program from offering other program

options. O ne o f the m ajor options m entioned by both judges and C ourt personnel is
that with additional funding all of the drug court programs could be brought together
in one central area. This w ould allow better com m unication betw een the various
com ponents of the program. Also m entioned as a weakness in the program is some
staff who do not understand study participants.

That is, they are unaw are o f the

problem s that brought the participants into the drug court program, or they are not
familiar

with

the

living

environments

of

study

participants.

A nother weakness of the program is the change from a diversion court to a
plea court. This change required participants to make a guilty plea as a condition for
adm ittance to the drug court program. The affect o f this change is that participants
were discouraged from com ing into the program, even though upon com pleting the
program their records would be expunged. One adm inistrator said that a w eakness
was not inform ing participants that they could fail the program and be sent back to
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Table 9
Com parison O f Judges And D rug C ourt personnel
Perceptions On Program Coercion Factors
Court Influences

Jude / Pers.
Verv much
N=3/N=10

Judg / Pers.
Some what
N=3/N=10

Judg / Pers.
Verv Little
N=3/N=10

Judg / Pers.
Not At All
N=3/N=10

Judees and Court

3 /5

0 /2

0 /2

0 /1

How much did judges influence study participants to
leave program?

1 /1

2 /5

0 /3

0 /1

How hard was it for study participants to appear
before judge?

3 /1

0 /8

0 /1

0 /0

How much did court influence study participants to
leave the program?

1 /4

2 /1

0 /4

0 /1

How hard was it for study participants to show up for
court?

2 /2

0 /7

1 /1

0 /0

Police Oversight

1 /1

0 /1

0 /4

2 /4

2 /6

1 /4

0 /0

0 /0

3 /1

0 /4

0 /2

0 /3

0 /0

0 /0

1 /4

2 /6

0 /0

0 /0

1 /3

2 /7

1 /5

1 /2

1 /2

0 /1

1 /4

2 /6

0 /0

0 /0

How much did judges influence study participants to
remain in the program?

How much did police oversight influence study
participants to leave program?
Probation Officer
How much did probation office influence study
participants to leave program?
How hard was it for study participants to meet
probation officers?
Prosecutors
How much did prosecutors influence study
participants to leave program?

How hard was it for study participants to talk to
prosecutors?

C ounseling and Testing Influence
How much did counseling influence study
participants to leave program?
How hard was it for study participants to go for
counseling?
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How much did drug testing influence study

1 /6

2 /2

0 /2

0 /0

2 /4

0 /6

1 /0

0 /0

1 /6

1 /2

1 /2

0 /0

3 /9

0 /1

0 /0

0 /0

3 /1

0 /6

0 /3

0 /0

2 /4

1 /6

0 /0

0 /0

participants to leave program?
How hard was it for study participants to show up for
dmg testing?

Fam ilv Influence
How much did family influence study participants
leaving program?

External Influences
Do you feel the drug court program helped study
participants stay off drugs?
How much did the drug court program help study
participants find employment?
How much did the dmg court program help study
participants remain in school?

regular court. M any participants did not realize this until they were adm itted to the
program.
Changes To The Program
Judges and C ourt personnel were asked to discuss what changes they w ould like
to see in the drug court program. Among the changes they w ould like to see in the
program is expanding treatment to include the fam ilies of study participants. The
reasoning is that if the whole family is treated and m ade drug free, the less likely it is for
the study participant to go back on drugs. They all agreed that the program should return
to being a diversion program, and not require a guilty plea as a condition for admittance.
A lso suggested was expanding the program to include participants w ho have com m itted

high m isdem eanors, and allow participants who meet certain criteria to re-enter the
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program. They stated that other programs have shown that some of the m ost successful
participants have been those who re-entered the program.
All agreed that the m ost beneficial change for the drug court program is to have
funding included in both the county and state budgets.
Summary
The findings suggest that dem ographics o f participants are quite diverse as to age,
education, race, gender, and family situation. The findings also, indicate the areas o f the
program w here participants and court personnel disagree and agree. W e find that the
program can be identified as having four m ajor themes: court influences, counseling and
testing influences, family influences, and external influences. These them es are identified
in both table 8 and table 9.
In table 8, the questions pertaining to court influences, such as appearing before
judges, judges influencing participants to leave or enter the program , and the court
influencing participants to enter or leave the program found significant disagreem ent
between the perceptions of participants, and those of court personnel. O ther areas in the
theme of court influences involving the police officers, probation officers, and
prosecutors found very little disagreem ent between participants and court personnel. The
themes of counseling and testing, and family influences show the same divergences in
perception between participants and those o f court personnel. As shown earlier, court
personnel seem to feel that court influences, counseling and testing, and fam ily have m ore
influence on the decisions of participants to enter or leave the program than what
participants feel they do. Participants were not asked the questions concerning the theme
of external influences. However, most of the court personnel felt that the program was
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very much to som ew hat influential in helping participants stay o ff drugs, find
em ployment, and rem ain in school.
The findings as shown in Table 9, which com pare the perceptions o f judges with
those of adm inistrators suggest that there is very little difference in their perceptions.
These findings of their perceptions are consistent for questions in all four themes.
There is in the findings a question that if the researcher had been able to interview
the num ber of participants originally purposed for the study, an analysis o f the
dem ographic backgrounds of the participants, especially fam ily circum stances, may have
yielded different results. Particularly, those pertaining to the influence on participants’
ability to enter, leave, com plete, and adapt to the program ’s rules and requirem ents.
Perhaps future research may answer these questions.
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CHAPTER VIE
CONCLUSIONS AND IM PLICATIONS

The focus of this study was to identify those factors that have a coercive effect on
the success or failure of study participants in the Kalam azoo County D iversion Drug
Court Program. The centers of this focus are the study participants, judges, Court
personnel, counselors, prosecutors, casew orkers/probations officers, and police officers,
as well as drug testing, and court sessions.
Summary of Findings
Although the num ber of participants interview ed was small there are some
noteworthy conclusions that can be drawn. W e may conclude that the drug problem is
not specific to age, gender, or race. The ages ranged from a low o f seventeen years to a
high of fifty-one years, with seven of the nine study participants being younger than forty
years old when they entered the drug court program. There were seven males and two
females in the study, but this division does not reflect the actual ratio o f participants
currently in the drug court program. O f note is that females outnum ber m ales in the total
num ber of participants since the w om en’s program began in 1992, and the m en’s program
was not established until 1997. Given these facts the small num ber of females in the
study was not expected. Racially, the study included six participants who were white and
three who were African-American. These numbers, also, do not reflect the actual racial
ratio of participants. Observations by the researcher during court sessions indicate a
much higher num ber of m inorities (Hispanics, Asians, Am erican Indians, and others) in
the program.
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The study statistics show that there was significant variation in the num ber of
months that the study participants were in the program. Three of the nine study
participants had been in the program less than a year, and six study participants had been
in the program from one and a half years to three years. Based on these findings we may
conclude that those that rem ained in the program the longest were m ore likely to
graduate. The five o f the nine that graduated had been in the program the longest. Those
who were in the program for the shortest time were not successful. A gain, because of the
small num ber of study participants these findings may not be significant, but may indicate
a pattern which should be confirm ed or refuted through further study.
The education level of participants may also be an indicator of program success.
The five individuals who were successful in the program had the highest level of
education, some having gone to college. From observations by the researcher, those
participants with some college seemed to be m ore m ature than those w ithout college
experience. This maturity may have enabled the successful study participants to better
adhere to the program requirements.
Some of the findings of the study show that the participants’ perception of
influence and coercion from appearing before judges, the court process, counseling,
probation officers, and drug testing is quite different from the perceptions o f judges and
court personnel. Participants said they were very little or not at all influenced by the
preceding requirem ents of the program. Judges and court personnel indicated that they
thought participants were very much to som ewhat influenced by court requirements.
Som e o f the m ajor reasons for this difference in perception between participants
and judges and court personnel may be due to influences outside of the program
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environm ent. Such influences may be the lack of transportation, fear of losing jobs, and
having to miss classes if they are in school. Perhaps, the influence o f a negative
environm ent at home, such as family members that are using drugs and/or alcohol.
One of the m ost noteworthy observations of the study is that the participants’
responses to questions on the questionnaire contradicted what they said during interviews
and discussions after responding to the questionnaire. Such contradictions are seen in
their responses to the questions of w hether or not judges, counselors and drug tests
influenced them to enter or leave the program. On the questionnaire they responded that
they were not influenced at all or very little. However, during the interview afterwards
they w ould expound on how difficult it was to com e in for counseling sessions, or how
they did not trust the procedure used to adm inister the drug tests. These latter responses
m ay be m ore an indication of how much participants were really affected by program
requirements. One could also conclude that they did not understand the questions, or
maybe they were responding in a way they thought the researcher w anted them to
respond. However, it seemed clear that it was not the requirem ents them selves that were
at fault but rather the effort needed to meet them. These discrepancies w ould be well
addressed in future studies..
D ifferential Perceptions Between Participants and Court Personnel
The question then is, why do study participants, judges and court personnel differ
in this regard? Some assumptions are that judges and court personnel have an inflated
opinion about the level of their own influence on study participants. Som e judges and
court personnel said that their pow er to rem ove participants from the program gave them
influence on how participants feel about them, and the drug court program. Perhaps
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study participants are unaware of the am ount of influence that judges and court personnel
have on them, they do not recognize their power, or that judges and court personnel
really do not have much influence on study participants’ decisions about the drug court.
The accuracy of these assumptions may be somewhere in the middle.
Probably closer to reality are the responses of the three study participants who
were term inated from the drug court program, and the one participant that opted out of
the program, who said that they thought that the rules either did not m ake sense to them,
or were not fairly applied to all study participants. The application of the rules when study
participants failed to com ply with program requirem ents is w here participants found the
most frustrations. Violations by some study participants were m et with im m ediate
term ination from the program or jailed for the weekend, while other participants were
only given a w arning or were verbally reprim anded by judges. Because of these
inconsistencies participants said they becam e frustrated and lost the desire to continue in
the program.
Implications for the Future of the D rug Court Program
In spite of the several criticism s participants had o f the program , six of the nine
study participants (five com pleted the program) said they w ould recom m end the drug
court program to others because the drug court program gave structure to their lives and
an opportunity to change their lives. They added, that the program forced them to face
the fact that their lives would not get any better unless they faced up to their drug
problem , and how they lived. On the other hand, one participant said he w ould not
recom m end the drug program to others because there were too m any obstacles in the
program. He thought that the efforts required to conform to program requirem ents were
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not worth the benefits to him. From this statem ent we may conclude, even with this small
group of study participants, that unless a person is ready to change he will find reasons
why he cannot change.
However, the researcher would suggest that the drug court program should be
more aware of the out-of-court circum stances of participants, and m ake allow ances for
problem s involving transportation, jo b situations, and family. The researcher realizes that
the ultim ate responsibility lies with the participants to overcom e these problem s, it
nonetheless, w ould be in the best interest of the program to be m ore accom m odating
when and where possible.
A ccording to studies reviewed by Farabee et al. (1998), coercion can have a
positive effect on study participants. As was shown in the study by Schnoll et al. (1980),
a positive relationship was found between legal status and treatm ent outcomes.
Perhaps a confirm ation of the above is that six of the study participants said there
is nothing about the program they w ould change. This assessm ent was given by the five
who were successful and the one who opted out of the program. T heir assessm ent is
different from the other three study participants who were term inated by the program
court personnel. The three who were term inated said that the drug court should try to
understand study participants as individuals, be easier on those who are trying to com ply
with drug court requirem ents, and the program should correct drug test m istakes. These
statements by the three unsuccessful study participants may be indicative o f how unfairly
they believed they were treated by judges and court personnel; or perhaps, it is indicative
of how little dedication they had in im proving their lives.
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The study concluded that the im pact of prosecutors and police on study
participants is negligible because once study participants are adm itted into the program
there is little or no contact between participants, police and prosecutors.
Suggestions for Further Research
Although the study findings have pointed out differences in perception and im pact
of many of the variables in this study, such as age, education, children, and judges and
court personnel, there is room for further speculation about the conclusions that may be
found in the study data.
The sometimes large differences in perceptions found betw een study participants,
judges and C ourt personnel suggest that drug court personnel should investigate the
reasons for these differences. If these differences are not reconciled it will be very
difficult to im prove the success rate of participants that graduate from the program.
Further research may point out areas that drug court personnel feel are not very
im portant to study participants, but may be pivotal to how participants adjust to and
conform to program requirements. Exam ples of this could be the fear that participants
have of losing their jobs, being seen by acquaintances in court, and the pure
em barrassm ent of being in the program. A nother factor that should be considered by
judges and C ourt personnel is the difficulty that participants have in getting transportation
from their hom es, jobs or school to keep appointments with counselors, caseworkers, and
court appearances. M ost court personnel tend to say that this is the price that
participants m ust pay for com m itting the crim es that brought them into the program in the
first place. W hether these factors have coercive effects on study participants is difficult to
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say; however, the m anner and conditions under which the price is exacted should be
exam ined by the drug court.
The benefit of the study to study participants is finding better ways to treat their
addictions, and therefore prevent their com m itting drug related crim es. It will also enable
counselors, social workers, and other service providers to better ascertain ways to
adm inister drug tests, and provide better counseling to study participants that are less
intrusive. Furtherm ore, the study will enable judges and probation officers to achieve a
better balance in determ ining when com m unity service or jail is the best punitive remedy
for program violations. Also, there should be in place a means by which participants can
appeal when there is legitim ate doubt w hether a participant’s drug test is dirty or not
dirty. That is, there should not be an automatic assum ption that the participant is lying
when they dispute the status of the drug test.
This current study has also included the perceptions o f judges and Court
personnel to determ ine how much their perceptions differ from the perceptions of the
study participants in the Kalam azoo County Drug Treatm ent Court. W here there are
large differences in perception between the two groups we m ight look in future studies
more deeply into these differences using a larger study population under different
conditions. If, after further study, these differences prove to be determ inant we m ight
suggest that judges and Court personnel look at the study participants from a different
perspective, and take a different approach in their treatm ent o f drug court study
participants.
C ontinual im provem ent of the drug treatm ent court program should be an
ongoing process. Forem ost consideration should be given to consolidating o f drug court
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services.. It would be more accommodating and presum ed m ore effective if study
participants had a central location to go for drug testing, counseling, court appearances,
and even going to jail when the need arises. The consolidation m ay even m itigate some
of the coerciveness that may be caused by the overall requirem ents of the program.
Finally, if judges and Court personnel are not aware of the differences in
perception of m any of the people involved in the program it will continue to be difficult to
retain m ore participants in the program. It is hoped that the findings of this study, though
lim ited to a small population, will be instrum ental in bringing about an awareness o f the
differences between the perceptions of study participants, and those o f judges and court
personnel. Ultimately, if these changes can be made to the structure and policies of the
program then more participants will be successful in the future.
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W e ste rn M

ic h ig a n

U n iv e r s it y
Human Sub jects In stitu tion al Review Board

.e n te n n ia l
1903-2003 C e le b r a t i o n

Date:

January 24, 2002

To:

Jam es Visser, Principal Investigator
Jam es H ouston, Student Investigator for dissertation

From: M ary Lagerwey, Chair
Re:

HSIRB Project N um ber 02-01-15

This letter w ill serve as confirm ation that your research project entitled “D rug Courts: A
Study o f R entention and Suspension in the K alam azoo County D rug Court Program ” has
been a p p ro v ed under the ex em p t category o f review by the H um an Subjects Institutional
Review Board. The conditions and duration o f this approval are specified in the Policies
o f W estern M ichigan University. You m ay now begin to im plem ent the research as
described in the application.
Please note that you m ay only conduct this research exactly in the form it w as approved.
Y ou m ust seek specific board approval for any changes in this project. Y ou m ust also
seek reapproval if the project extends beyond the term ination date noted below. In
addition if there are any unanticipated adverse reactions or unanticipated events
associated w ith the conduct o f this research, you should im m ediately suspend the project
and contact the Chair o f the HSIRB for consultation.
The Board wishes you success in the pursuit o f your research goals.

A pproval Term ination:

January 24, 2003
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(616) 3 8 7 - 8 2 9 3

FAX:

(616) 3 8 7 - 8 2 7 6

A ppendix B
D rug C ourt A dm inistrator’s L etter
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
SUSAN M. SAYLES
ADMINISTRATOR OF
FINANCE SERVICES
PHONE: 616-383*6415

DOUGLAS W. SLADE
ACTING COURT ADMINISTRATOR,
ADMINISTRATOR OF DOMESTIC
& YOUTH SERVICES,
FRIEND OF THE COURT
PHONE: 616-384*8073

DEVONA I. JONES
ADMINISTRATOR OF
COURT SERVICES
PHONE: 616-384*8253

CONSTANCE L LAINE

NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT
GULL ROAD COURTHOUSE
1400 GULL ROAD
KALAMAZOO, MICHIGAN 49048
616*385*6000

ADMINISTRATOR OF INTAKE 8
EVALUATION SERVICES
PHONE: 616-383-8839

RUTH A. GRUIZENGA
ADMINISTRATOR OF
RECORDS SERVICES,
CHIEF COURT CLERK
PHONE: 616-385-6041

HON. J . RICHARDSON JOHNSON, CHIEF JUDGE

December 5, 2000
To: Former Drug Court Participants
From: Connie Laine, Administrator
Intake and Evaluation Services
Office of Drug Treatment Court Program
Dear Former Participant:
You may be contacted in a few weeks by Mr. James Houston, who is a doctoral student
from Western Michigan University, Mr. Houston is doing a study on the Kalamazoo County
Drug Treatment Court Program, as his dissertation work.
W e have given Mr. Houston a list of names of former drug court participants, on which
your name is included. It is not certain that your name will be chosen for an interview. But
if your name is chosen, only Mr. Houston will know.
Be assured that the drug court will have no knowledge of the content of your interview with
Mr. Houston, as we have agreed not to ask for this information. W e thank you for any
help you may be able to give Mr. Houston in his most important work.

Intake and Evaluation Services
Office of Drug Treatment Court Program
1400 Gull Road
Kalamazoo, Ml 49048
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D rug C ourt Study Questionnaire
By Jam es H. H ouston
W estern M ichigan U niversity

Education: LT/HS
HS (GED)
Post College____

Some College

College_____

M arital Status when you entered the drug court program:
1. M arried
2. N ever m arried
3. Separated____
4. D ivorced
5. Living with partner_____6. Living with family_
M arital Status when you left drug court program:
1. M arried
2. N ever m arried
3. Separated____
4. D ivorced
5. Living with partner_____6. Living with fam ily_
D o you have children? Yes

No

If yes, how m any?_________

How old are they now ?___________________________________________
N um ber o f Children: U nder 6 yrs o f age
Em ploym ent Status:
Em ployed full-tim e
Other____________

Part-tim e

O ver 6 yrs o f age_______

U nem ployed

Student

If working, how m any hours per week?___________
How long have you been working at this jo b ?__________
How long have you been unem ployed? Yrs.

Mos..

A. W hy did you decide to enter the drug court program?.

112

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

B. How much did the following influence your entering the drug court?
(1) Very much (2) Somewhat (3) Very little (4) Not at all
(Circle one in each area)

Judges
Court
Police O versight
Probation Officers
Prosecutors
Counseling
1
D rug Testing

VM

SW

1
1
1
1
1
2
1

2
2
2
2
2
3
2

VL
3
.3
3
3
3
4
3

NA
4
4
4
4
4
4

C. If applicable, how m uch did having children influence you to enter the drug
court program ?
1 2
3
4

D. W ere there any other people or events that influenced you to enter the drug
court program ?__________________________________________

E. How did the people or events influence you to enter the program ?

F. W hat did you personally like about the drug court program?.
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G. W hat did you personally dislike about the drug court program?.

H. W hy did you voluntarily leave, involuntarily leave, or graduate from the drug court
program ?__________________________________________________________

I.

How m uch did the following influence you to leave the drug court program ?
(1) Very much (2) Som ew hat (3) Very little (4) Not at all
(Circle one in each area)

Judges
Court
Police Oversight
Probation Officers
Prosecutors
Counseling
1
D rug Testing

VM

SW

VL

NA

1
1
1
1
1
2
1

2
2
2
2
2
3
2

3
3
3
3
3
4
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

J. If you have children, how much did having children your decision to leave
the drug court program ?
1 2
3
4
K. W ere there other people or events that influenced you to leave the drug court
program ?______________________________________________________________
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L. W hat did you personally like about the drug court program?.

M. W hat did you personally dislike about the drug court program?.

N. W hat did you find the hardest about the drug court program ?
(1) Very m uch (2) Som ew hat (3) Very little (4) N ot at all
(Circle one in each area)

Judges
Court
Police O versight
Probation Officers
Prosecutors
C ounseling
1
Drug Testing

VM

SW

VL

NA

1
1
1
1
1
2
1

2
2
2
2
2
3
2

3
3
3
3
3
4
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

O. W hy did the court term inate you from the drug court program?.

P. In what type of living situation were you living when you entered the drug court
Program?
(1) Lived alone (2) W ith Room m ate (3) W ith Spouse (4) Spouse &
Children (5) Parents/Relatives (6) O ther
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(Circle one)

1

2

3

4

5

6

Q. How many of the people living with you at the time you entered the drug court
were using drugs (excluding alcohol)?
(1) All (2) M ost (3) A few (4) None

(Circle one)

A
1

M
2

F
3

N
4

R. How many o f your close friends abused drugs and/or alcohol at the tim e you
entered the program ?
1 2
3
4
S. How many people are living with you now?
1

2

3

4

5

T. How difficult was it for you to com ply with the following requirem ents of the
drug court?
(1) Very much (2) Som ew hat (3) Very little (4) N ot at all
(Circle one in each area)
Urine screens
Counseling
A ttend co u rt.
M eet w /probation
officer

VM
1
1
1

SW
2
2
2

VL
3
3
3

NA
4
4
4

1

2

3

4

U. To w hat degree do you feel that the drug court program helped you stay off
drugs?
1 2
3
4
V. If applicable, to what degree did the drug court program help you find
employment?
1 2
3
4
W. If applicable, to what degree did the drug court program help you rem ain in
school?
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1

2

3

4

X. W ould you recom m end the drug court program to others?
(1) Yes

(2)_No________

W hy or why not____________ '

(3) D on’t know.

________________________
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D rug C ourt Study Interview Schedule
fo r D rug C ourt A dm inistrators and Judges
By Jam es H. H ouston
W estern M ichigan University

Our discussion will probably last about 30 minutes. Also, please know that anything you tell me
will be kept completely confidential. I will not discuss our conversation with anyone outside the
research team..

01. H ow long have you been in your current job?

m o n th s

02. H ow long have you been w orking in this program ?

yrs.

m o n th s________yrs.

03. W hy did you volunteer to participate in this program ?

04. H ow m uch do you believe your decisions in your role influence
participants to rem ain in the drug court program ?
(1) Very m uch

(2) Som ew hat

(3) Very little_____ (4) N ot at all_

05. H ow m uch do you believe your decisions in your role influence
participants to leave the drug court program ?
(1) Very m uch

(2) Som ewhat

(3) Very little

(4) N ot at all

W hy do you think your decisions influence them to this extent?
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06. How much do you believe the following influence
participants to leave the drug court program?
(1) Very much (2) Somewhat (3) Very little (4) Not at all

Judges
C ourt
Police O versight
P robation O fficers
Prosecutors
Counseling
D rug Testing
Fam ily
Personal/Individual
Issues
O ther

VM

SW

VL

NA

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

07. W hat do you think participants find th e hardest about the drug court
program ?
(1) V ery m uch (2) Som ew hat (3) V ery little (4) N ot at all
VM
A ppearing before the Judges
Showing up for Court
Police O versight
M eeting w ith Probation Officers
Talking to Prosecutors
Showing up for C ounseling
G oing for D rug Testing
O ther

SW

VL

NA

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

Is this w hat you expected w hen the program began? Yes_

No
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08. How difficult do you believe it is for participants to comply
with the following requirements of the drug court?
(1) Very much (2) Somewhat (3) Very little (4) Not at all
(Circle one in each area)
U rine screens
Counseling
A ttend court
M eet w ith probation officer

VM
1
1
1
1

SW
2
2
2
2

VL
3
3
3
3

NA
4
4
4
4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

3

4

09. Is this w hat you expected w hen you
jo in ed the program ? Yes
No

10. To w hat degree do you feel the
drug court program helped
participants stay o ff drugs?
11. Is this w hat you expected w hen you
jo in ed th e program ? Yes
No

12. To w hat degree do you feel the
drug court program helped
participants find em ploym ent?

13. Is this w hat you expected w hen you
jo in ed th e program ? Yes
No_

14. To w hat degree do you feel the
drug court program help participants
rem ain in school?

1

2
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15. Is this w hat you expected when you
jo in ed the program ? Yes
No_

16. H ow m uch do you believe the follow ing influence
participants to leave the drug court program ?
(1) V ery m uch (2) Som ew hat (3) V ery little (4) N ot at all

Judges
C ourt
Police O versight
Probation O fficers
Prosecutors
Counseling
D rug Testing
Fam ily
Personal/Individual
Issues
O ther

VM

SW

VL

NA

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

17. W hat do you see as strengths o f the drug court program ?

18. W hat do you see as weaknesses o f th e drug court program ?
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19. D o you feel that the drug court program realistically consider the participants’ lives
w hen enforcing program requirem ents? Yes?
N o?_______
W hy or why not?______________________________________________________

20. W hat do you see as the future o f the K alam azoo County drug court program ?

21. H ow do you see funding affecting the future o f the drug court program ?

22. H ow do you see court support affecting the future o f the drug court program ?
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23. W hat affect w ill state support have on the future o f the drug court program ?

24. H ow im portant is com m unity support for the future success o f the drug court
program ?

25. W hat do you see as obstacles to th e success o f the drug court program ?
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26. Are there things you w ould like to see changed in the drug court program , and
how w ould you like to see them changed?
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